
DOC1 7 !fl. LJM E

EU lii 1.M RC 009 607

ADTdoli Corto:;, Michael E.
TITLE Handicapped Migrant Farm Workers. Cluiracteriiit ics

Disabled Migratory and Seasonal Agricultural Worke
and Their Families, Impact of the State/Federal
Vocational Rehabilitation Program, and Stratogio ;or
Expanding Services.

INSTITUTIoN Interstate Hesearch Associates, In Washi
D.C.

A6ENcy :;ocial aria Rehabili--
1).C. CL ic o FQ:1,1 --moii,-..ALtiozai, and
Traininq.
11 Doc -74

12-D-55flY1/3-01-G
Pagerz; 9q-113 nL "A ppendix A" say not rc produce

well because of small print size

r fin L E

(PA 117

NOT E

Service (DHEW), Wa-hington,

ELMS IL 11-40.fli Hc-$7. 5 Plus Postage.
DESCH P7013!.; Agency Role, *Agricultural Labor s; Attitudes;

Delivery Systems; Ecwomic Factors; Employment
Patterns; Failure Factors; Human Services; Literaturc
Reviews; *migrant Workers; Migration Patterns;
rational Programs; Negroes; *Outreach Programs;
*Physically Handicapped; lieferral; Rehabilitation
Counseling; Relocation; *Seasonal Laborers;
oocioeconomic Influences; Spanish Speaking;
Vocational Education; *Vocational Rehabilitation

1DENT E *United States

ABSTRAC7
Af er surveying the vocational rehabilitation (VR)

needs oi disabled migratory and seasonal farmworkers in the U.S., a
national plan to meet those needs was developed, in cooperation with
designated state agencies. A random cluster sample ol farmworkers was
interviewed to detormine serVice needs. Additional planning data were
gathered by interviews with rehabilitation counselors and
administrators, and with the staff of other agencies and
organizations. Rehabilitation agencies wexe represented on the
tudy's advisory committee. It vas found that an estimated 293,000

farmworkers were eligible for YR services. Although their disability
ate was three times tbdt of the general U.S. population, farmworker
were less likely to receive YE s-rvices. Those receiving VB services
were less likely to be successfu
presents information pertaining

ly rehabilitated. Ibis report
0: background characteristics of

migratory and seasonal farmworke s, incidence of disabilities among
farmworkers, types and severity of disability, rehabilitation
services for disabled migrants/ racial'etbnic classification of
farmworkers, income and household size, seasonal migration,
resettlement for vocational purposes, education, language ability and
preference, awareness of VR and other service programs, factors
affecting service delivery, agency priorities and incentives for
counselors, current VR programs for farmworkers, and barriers to
successful rehabilitation. The proposed service delivery system is
described. (NO)

Documents acquired by ERIC include rrkamy informal unpublished materials not available frorn other sources. ERIC makes every
effort to obtain the best copy available. Nevertheless, items of marginal reproducibility are often encountered and this affects the
quality of the microfiche and hardcopy reproductions ERIC makes available via the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS).
EDRS is not responsible for the quality of the original document . Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made from
the original.



HANDI CAPPED NIGRANT FARMWORICERS
Doy

2

A Non-Projeit Consulting Firm Spaciali2ing In a-Cultural Progra



Charizcte

HANDICAPP-- MIGRANT FARM WD REM

tics of Di5ehled Migratory and Seasonal

Agricultural Wor their Families ,

Impact of the St:atc/FuUcral Vocational

Rchaldilit-tion Procjxiitn,

rategies for Expanding Services

by

Michael E. Cort6s, M.S.N.

Project Director

INTERSTATE RESEARCH ASSOCIATES
2001 Wisconsin Avenuor N.W., Suite 275

Washington, D.C. 20007

De ember 31, 1974

ThIs invetigation s supported, in part, by Research
Grant No. RD-12-13-55091/3-01-G, from the Division of Research
and Demonstration Grants, Social and Rehabilitation Service,
U.S. Dpartment of Uoalth, Education and Welfare, Washington,
D.C. 2020.1

(C) 1975 by Intel tate Rcsearch Associates



The interpretations, conclusions, and recommendations
in this report are those of the author and of Inter-
state Research Associates, and do not necessarily
reflect or represent the views of DHEW or the
Rehabilitation Services Administration.



110ILE 0y C01111=:,

Paue

FINDINr.5 2V1D

Sumnry 1

Incidence ot Aorin(j Varm Workev; --
flarriers to Li:oc2(2,1521.JJ. ;11511J.L.ALioll -- 2

Volicy Con5ideraLion -- 6

A Service Delivery Sy:,:_cm for Pam Work, --

ACKNOWLEDGEMEWS 0 . 15

LIS T ABB REVIATIONS 4 0 Mi . 2 0

INTRODUCTION 4 Ai 04 a 9 # 24

Background -- 21
The problem -- 28
Related Literature and Rusearda
The Research Setting -- 39

4r.

II. laTIIDDOLOGY . . 0 0 41 40

Sample of Agricultural Workers' FamiliLE3 -- 40
Interviews with Service Agoncy Personnel -- 44
Data Collection and Analyzis -- 45

III. FINDINGS . 0

Incidence of Disabilities Among Farm'Workors -- 48
Other Characteristics -- 53
Factors Nffecting Sc,rvice Delivery -- 64
Current VR Programs for Farm Workers -- 72

48

IV. CONCLUS IONS . . 0 . a 74

Some Common Charaeteri:;Lic!.; of Disabled
Farm Workers -- 74

Barriers to Successful Rehabilitat -- 77
Policy Considerations -- 02
Policy Recommendations -- 64
A Service Delivery System for Farm Workers 86
Recemmnded Counselling Practico:3 93



APPENDIt2ES . .. . 4

A. Count i tolri cu Rural Wor}-0.1:: 99
Backg round in tot Li on on :liqrnLory and
Sva5;o1ktl Agri Cul tti rn1 Workon; -- 114

C. Va'ridld ;:t u
D. How:clic)] d i Form

Bai c I ut_ervicw (510- *
E. Infl for- D1:411)11., y tr11,!nbcr

lutor ew "h")
for o f flow (.!lif=)1 df;

Lei Suppl t.nn
H11.

Quef; tiow; fo (Iac Lview
Supplemclit: "C")

LIST OV TAI1L1S AND ILLUSTRATIONS

S-m-lo 1

2. Farm Workers Arc More Severely Disabled,
But are More Likcly to Continue wo-rking,

Among the U.S. Popultion, !Tower income
Groups Have Ugher Disability R

4. IRA's Sample Had Very Lo I

5. The Target Popu.latJon Cons sts Mal 1
Spanish-0 elking and Black Aracricans

99

48

52

54

55

56

6 Awareness of, Anpilcation For, and Receipt
of Public Services . .

Counties flaying 100 or More Sesons1
Agricultural Worcrs and Non-working Family
Depondonts That Either :ligraL.D3 int.o, or
Resided in, the Area at Smo Point During
1967-68. . . . a ... 99

Travel.P, of
Agricultural Wo Rers

naL 4igratory
121

.pa ratejy at co t on request.



1

FINDI4GE1 AND CONCLUSTONS IN IWrE'

Summar

P.urpose-- This
relvibii ii tation needs of
worker population in the
those needs was developed.

tod state .irinn r

inarvoyed the vocaLional
:atouy ana soasunal fam
A national plan Lo WOO--
co-oporation with leigna-

Methec lc -y-- SOrJLC t needs WOrT 1e tined by
interviewing a rand rti oi nt oar samplo the U.fl. sea-
sonal agricultural Wore pcipii hi ti-i on Ad cl iti. onal
planning information wan cJthe rea by into c-3,d with
rehabilitation counselor8 and admini t.:ratoxs, and from
taff of other agencies a,nd orcjaniations, Rohabilita-
tion.ageneies were reprenentod on this study's advisory
committee.

Findings-- An estimated 293,000 f worke
are eligible.for vocational rehabilitation (VR) sorvi
Farm workers' disability rate is three times that of the
general U.S. population. Nevorthol5Iss, farm workern are
less likely than the rest of the ponulation to receive
VR serviee. Farm workers receiving VR sorvices aro less
likely to be successfully rehabilitateJ

Conclusions-- Relotively high uume- needs
amon_ farm Worars arc attributable to "service delivery
barriers" related to special characteristics of that
population.. The barriers could be overcome by state VR
agencies i they auqmented their present service delivery
systems with a syten for farm workers, as described
herein. Adoption of the supplementary 1;ystem could be
encouraged by a federally co-ordinated and funded prog
of grants, technical assistance and VR program adjust-
ments The next 13 page- briefly describe these findings
and c Iclu- ons.

Ii

Incid n

A small but random eluster sanplo Mows that
44.5% of the nation's migra ory and seasonal agricul-
tural worker households have one or more disabled
members (t 6.7%, @ .95 level of confidence).

Except where othurwie noted, the term "farm
worker" Ic used to mean a migratory or seasonal agricultural
worker, or a member of such a worker's household.
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31.3% of the hoacH of farm worker households
are, in (heir ov:n jud,tment, 1imityd in the amount or kindof work (hey can do hecoso or .1 phy.nical mnntal or
emotional 1rob1H1 The comprablo disability
rate among tJCY U.. population as a whole is 10.61.

Farm worker how;n(lds In-iving one or more
disabled methbnrs NUMiYOY 3)0,094 (± 109,780 duo to cnn-
Meting pc-TuldLion data). At] ]ea:.it 137,313 of thoe
disabled would o eer V1 n 1 1 th i ii Lv cri(eria for omnlov-ment pc ii Inelin; of dis)led 1own2wives wouldbring the figur to 292,571.

Since none in thn sliu)le had received VR
services, subtantially th:in one percent of all
eligih)e farm worker5 are eaLiated to have roeoived
The acjual num.h?r r(72ceivin bl unknown,
because VR case records gonorlly do not identify farm
workers as such.

ar-*.ers to Sucressful rZe'nahil'i/-ation

Mobility, povaty, culture, language an3
other spcial charLteteristics of mic,ratory and seasonal
agricultural workers, in ecntext of U.S. society,
tend to isolate disabled far,:ti workers. from VR services.
Those farm workers who do bQCOM-C VR clients tend to
benefit less frml yR.services, again due to farm workers'
special characteristics.

Successful closure of farm worker VR casescan be variously defined. '.os;t counsellors with farmworker clients define suceesul closure in toms of
"status 26" recluirements, in wich the elic2nt comploues
a trainimj or trezItment plan and is placed in satisfac-tory empleymvtt lasting beyond aOme specified time.
Some counsellors ::oport that frm worker client cases
are less likely to achieve status 26 closures, duo to
special client characteristics such as mobility,
language or aparent lac% of interest by the'client.
Other counsellors reort that attrition during the
placement and follow-up period is higher with farm
workers, so credit is lost for cages that would have
qualified for status 26. Still other counsellors report
no significant differences in Vaccos5 rates between farm
workers and other clients.

Use of the status 26 criterion may mask loic
degrees of success with farm wor'kers th.ln with other VB
clientele.. Counsellors report' that most farm worker
clients achieving status 26 have been provided with



medical treatment or restoration services, and thch
returned to tam work without ref:eiving vocational
training or related services. The client reportedly
accedes easfly to plans to return to farm work.
However, farm workers sampled by IP_A would have
preferred to pursue a different vocation.

Clients who actually prefer to return to
farm work are usually unaware of lahor market trends_
in agriculture. Ronent projections rmggnst conLinood
shrinkag of the seasonal lahor m.arl:ct due te
crop mechanization arid other lahor dispL.eing technology.
If a counsellor doesn't explore altornative trainin9
and vocational plans for the dishlod farm wutker during
case planning, he might he doing hif- client a disservice,
in spite of the client's stated preference for farm
work. Pie] e:n L cuT vo(7ational alternatives is often
made very difficult hv farm workers noeds for basic
education and other long-term training. But both
counsellor and client often fail to realize that return
to farm work will moan increasing unemployment, under-
employment, and shrinking individual earnings.

Successful rehabilitation is a matter of
degree, as oppolied to the "all or nothing" charactet
of status 2. If the status 26 eloL-,ure rate for farM
workers were known, it might exaggerate the effective-
ness of VR services nrovided such clients, relative
to other VR clientele. In any case, closure data on
farm workers cannot be derived from available case
records.

Special characteristics of the farm worker
population, leading to disparities in VR service
delivery and effectiveness, are summarized in terms f
ten "barriers" to successful rehabilitation.

1. Inadeouato health_and medical servi
for migratory and scaserts1 auricuitI6i7f-76rcrs.---
Farm workers' limited access to and use of medical arld
health services tends to reduce the number of referrals
by physicians to VR. Some counsellors feel that physi-
cians also tend to co-operate less with VR when evaluat-
ing or treating a farm worker VR client.

CF,

2. Lack of other acenc, services for the
target_po_pulation. Althouqn tarm workers are eLigiole
for a number of service programs, _they are less likely to
make contact or receive services from acjencies that
normally refer to VR.



3. Lticl: of interadehe,' referrals between vR
0110 organi:!akiohn providInh services 4:o

i f:Ireei
Progran:s :5k:1:yang primarily tarm_workers have

little or FLO contact with VR, C.!\./011 though referral,
1raiuing, tretment or pIncement agreements could ho
developed. F:.:amples fouwd WOrQ Migrant Health orojectn,
WA-TIT-a grants, DOL "Last Yellow P,us" MOTA contractors,l)OL "t=:ER" Johs for Proqress offices, DOL-Oic ptoj,,!c(:.s
serving_.,migrant, coMmunity organixatiohs, union, and
others.'A

4. -1,,ac_pf..fin7Ineja_l_resour.cos
target Imeolatioh tfn

... - 7

aVerago annual : I1Hi: 0 the households witn ciablod
momber-5 in IRA's salc,plo $2,958, yielding cl por
capita earned inc=c of The average toLa1 anntv11
ilOusehold incomo wal=i $3,767, the difference being pro-
vided by incc:Ite trahfer payments programs such as AFDC,
and miscellancous sources. (In-kind effiploymnt
and voucher subsidy procirams such as food otamn,
excluded.) Participation of a family member in 4_1

plan typically imposes special costs on the farm worker
household, principall'i in the form of lost warlcs by the
client and others whO nrovide the client's transoortation
or forgo migration dlu:in7 rehbilitatien. Temporary
loss of the rIlient's .v-irvices in the homc! (e.g., child
care) arc among ethur ruch costs. Ignoring such costs
during ease planning may contribute to farm worRer
clients' high attrition rate.

5. Lanqua5io.and_ cu 1 twr-i I Iferoriccn .between
the target _pepulatton.nd_VR_staf_f. Insufficiont unjer-
tanding botween couneilor ani farm worer clientole

is suggested by high attrition, and by discrepancies
between IFA survey findings and counsellors' inpressions
of clients. Most counsseilorF; of farm workers aro
unable to speak those cbents native language. 80 .7. of
the farm worers interviewed by 1. 1 spoko Spanish, and
40% spoke almost no English. Counsellors' lack of
information on farm workers' sooial,.cultural, emniovment
and financial backgroL]nd appears to impede successful
rchabilitation.

6. . Shortace of a,,-mrmrinte trainino prorlramsfor tarqt zormal ccucation ran:1 worKrs. -
sampled averacied vcars. 2i had high school diplomas.
Appropriate training lz,esources wcre lacking in comraunities

have
.s. Dept.. of Labor) procirams for farru workers

boon reorganizod, and some have been discontinued.

10
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with concentrations of farm workcial. Nood(!d
rosourc.on inein& bilingual a(lult basic education
programt;,, othor bilingual-bienitural instruction,
programt; teachin(1 n 1 ish as a second language, and pre-
vocatiortal ilmtruc:Lion concerning conventional werk
habi Ln ond employmnnt norms in non-aoricultural industry
and coromeree.

7. Geogranhic isolation an(' mobililv of tiw
target population. 1.11 workor po;mlation la; ire-
cinuntly al.61-1q Jut i ituL roa61,;, or concint-r-
tod in rral colonio, or residing in Lemnorary field
camps. ni,-Iht,t1 farm workorn frt_2(plontly do not have aecons
to pernmal or public tranr)orliLion. The intimediaLe
finanei01 needs decribod above, along in high unemploy-
ment ratts at home bane aras (csLiElated at enc.ouraye
seaFlonal mirjrntion in search of worl:. igration 1:-; ii
to occur oven at the expense of service delivery continuity
and assOciatcd long-range benefits.

8. Normal wai.tH_and_delavs in tho_rehabiljtn7
tion Trocess. Ca5es which lost into periods crf seasonal
employment aro more likely to HJ lost, particularly if
training or treatment is not aL:1;_uallv in progress when
the,seaon starLs. This.is especially true of house-
holds that mut migrate in order to find seasonal employ-

9. Administrative disitcontivg for_maximum
rehabilitation of tort cliontolo. Counsellors generally-
are quite aware or Leueral anu c-;tat.ic_2 agency interest in
recordil)g the most rehabilitations per unit of agency
expenditure. Counsellors strive to maintain favorable
status 2,qi, closure rates, and to limit_the average direct
cost expenditure per case by their agency. The impact of
those inontives on recruitment of disabled farm worker
clientelh and on eligibility determinations for farm
workers, is not clear. Some counsellors do believe
farm workers to be more difficult to rehabilitate in
terms of t':itatus 26 requirements. Local social attitudes
and interagency relationships also appear to discourage
or prevoOt some counsellors from rving disabled farm
workers,

Case planning for eligible farm worker
clearly affected by counsellors' cost conscioumess.
Counsellors usually perceive the only feasible vocational
objective to be return to farm work. More ambitious
training pIens are often felt to be prohibitively costly,
givon farm workers' limited formal education and other
special oharaeteristics. Counsellors' decisions to
rehabilitate clients by returning them to the fields are

11



!;om(Airoes (!ncoroged hy oth(or focrorli, !;nyh miflin
mation ahunt 111( EdYM labor marl:(.ti, misunderfandlyi
clients' aspirations, lock ot traininq rel;out:c(Jt;,
local social attituds, and difliculties in counselling
farm workers.

10. Limits or ro,louro offore0 bv the hobavior.il
neienofl ond Pny(;:humctric.

-iagncnItic instuil_tent!-; troiuehtly are not valid for ve,ca-
tional ovaluatinn of farm wori:orri. Also, 12'; of t].-,
diahied in 1_1 10 L;tioLionLil or rci,!Lo0
proldem!-;; In ;cko: s' (-;n1tue ond lantjua9e moRQ troAt:nunt

ffi

c , Con f--.1 ra ti ions
_

Targo.t PW--mlati9n_Prioritv-- Present VR policy
is that farm workerS are jU5t EIL; entitled to VR services
as other people, and that ram workers are evaluated Ind
servod on an individual basis without spacial ce:Isidefa-
tion of their farm worl:er status. Howevor, the s(ate/
federal VR plogram has not qenerally accommodated Ole
special needs of disaMed faro wor3-:crs, 41nd s:ilsvica
delivery barriers to faro worl-lors hz;.vo resulted. Coftyress
has shown some intrc!st T-1 the sp,)cial nceds of disabled
farm workers, but no clear manclate presently exists to
provide equitable VR.scrvice delivery to them. IRA did
not'explore any po,-,Isible legal implications of present
service delivery disparities. It appears that the rela-
tive priority o!7, disabled faxm worRers is an issue that
remains to 1)0 settled.

Present VR emphasis on serving severely di$N-
abled clients could either enhance or hinder services to
the farm worker populaLion, doponding upon how severity
were defined. flcwever, empMsis on the severely dis-
ab3ed is unlikely to increase Eervices to farm workorsh
unless accompaniQd by a program to reduce the service
delivery barriers described abovo.

Eliaibilitv Pecjui*-7csmonts-- Counsellors unifOrmly
tate that a client is efigibLo tor VR if he has (1) a

disability which (2) poso5 a substantial handicap to
employment, and (3) the client is likely to achieve
gainful employment as a result of VR services. InterplZe-
tation of eligibility require=nts varies from case to
case and from counsellor to counsellor. 74% of the cl
abled heads ol household in IR_A's sample were portiony
disabled; their productivity in the fields was
substantially limited by a disability, but they contihiled
to engage in field work. At least some counsellors
already consider such disabilities to qualify under

12



pr Isi on (2) , obove, IRA uscd thiit inorpretation w
estirnatiriç the nunibc r of f- rrn workers elicjible for

Tarn _Worker St at vs-- Presritly migrating field
workors contiCutect a subjrou ithir IRA's sample. The
reniai_nd.er of the saraplo consited of other kinds of
seasonal agricultural workers or- members of their in nediate
hovsokolth3. Jnoluded wero nicrants and others who le.-ere
eusmnt ly urenlploved in agriculture, but had engaged in
se,asona_ 1 vork within th e la -t five years. Practically
al l were 3o1.4 income.

Ihe above-average cisabiiity rates, and the
spccial popu1ion c har ac to risti es related to VR service
de aiver barriers (e nept ty ) characterized the
en tire IdanipJe Non-nici rant faral workers inclucicd in
IRA's somple need sp,aial VII services just as much as
ni.grante, do (except for accommodation of seasonal mobil-
The proportion L-3/C th.42 t.arge t ri3Op 111:1 t ion that is not
tirrently migratirg rilay i:ncrease as crop mechanization

increases.
efiniro - Given seasonal

agricul tura1 1a17-5-ei--In-art=-17;111=1: c , the long-term eirrirg
yotential of marly farm T.doiter clientele might be hilher
if they were trained for ether v4c3tions, instead of be ng
zehabilitated tcy retuirn to farn dork. In such eases,

ean offer different e10 gr 00 s of rehabilitation, which
the enrrent status 26 statistics do not measure. Increased
NR emphasis On preparincj_ iarm okcrs for other occupa-
tions ould be more consistent w- r;urrent DOL farm
vorker program priorities.

servi, cep, to_ Non:Disabfled Farr(17 Mombp
Jnor kit3 -(1 finiiJ.' eounseJiincj, rQ 1;0 rrCli c of iamli
iiierthe rs to other -ervices, and itivalveracnt of th
in el ient rehabilitation 6nd plarming, all might work to
xeducc Eittrition and unsatisfactory closure rates.
Currolt logislatioil allows transportation exnense reim-
tursoinerit and ether services to non...disabled family
rterribers_t leas L fox farm vierRers ,lerved under special
vagrant (304) VR nonis. The lcgislation appears ambiguous
ebout .ihother ir coirne maintenance ari4 training services
nicjht also be extendo to non-cl ablcd members of a
disab Jecl farm 1401'4.01:1s te family. Such a policy
vould erzhaneo thi long- term be refits of VR to the
disal-iaed f arm voxker rThC 1101 icy might also reduce
case Iterition, and increase the likelihood of successful
zehabilitation of thc disableo foriri worker client.

rr F in an CI ilq Pronrions to 14,c se ry i.

E Xp.aq fii, en of VR :.; er vices o L il rm
-

D1ivcrv_
rkvrs ou1d

7



be acconplihcd either through reallocation of crigisting
general proçjrm 1oni.e spent by certain state VR agencies
or by providing special urp grants or other carmadied
"90-10" grants. hile somc states have made an effort
te tato more Soan hspeaki.ua co u ellors, voluntary
reallocation of general program :Ionics by the :tates
aPPoats

The most feasible f nding mechanism appears
be r _-ral grants under section 304 of the Rehabilita-
n of 1973. RSA could reallocato 304 monies, to

increase grants authorizcd by sub-section 304(c). .Given
present authorization, arid assuming future appropriations
at least at present levels, RSA may allocate up to
$5,000,000 per year for 304(c) grants to states compared
to the $6gr1000 presently required by law.

Congressional acti_on could increase the amouitof 4 mon .y RSA is required to spend under 304(o), if
they increased the presently required 5. earmarking level.
A general increase in 304 ap ropriations would of course,
also incroaso minimum required ,pending under sub-
section 304(c). Howover, to he most effective, the
initiative to expand 304(c) services to farm workei
probably necds to cw from within the.Administratlon

Sta e 304( c) grant-.ees might he iiiclucccl or
rcjuirc1 to continue farm worker service projects with
general program monies ollowing termination of the 90-10
grant 1>crio6. This and other aspects c a ntional
expansion effort might be better accomplished if 304 (o)
grants Were ad!ninisterecl and monitored centrally by a
prograN special ist in ashington D.C. instead of being
delegated out to A, 1 tant Pegioral Commissioners '
office$3.

A So- Jiverv System far Form Worker

The following cicments ef a service cleii.very
system arc propos-d for RSA's considerat on and further
studly. Additional refinement, including cost-offoctiveness
esimatos, aro beyond the scope of thin report. Tho
plan anunios that cost-effectiveness ancl equity cons ra-
tions would make increased rehabilitation of handicapp d
farm wor%ers a dosirablo goal given present leveLs of
appropriations to RSA.

Tho system woul
t mainly of un

be ntic in scope . It
state VR

0.



agencies. In addit on, there would be a unit within RSA,
a group of Outreach Units operated by local farm worker
service organizations, and a national telephone referral
unit. The system initially would be financed by a cen-
trally co-ordinated series of grants authorized under
sub-section 304(c) of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973.
Grant awards would be contingent upon commitments by
state agencies to,continue their projects with general
program monies after grant funds ran out. Other sources
of funds night be re uired to support the RSA unit and
the national telepho e referral unit.

Federal Policy-- Numerical goals for farm
worker case closures would be set for state VR agencies,
based on fam worker population distribution. Farm
workers with partial disabilities would be included
within existing eligibility criteria. Farm workers would
be defined to include any members of a household in which
someone had engaged in seasonal agricultural employment
within the past five years, subject to household income
restrictions. Emphasis would be placed on vocations
enabling client households to settle out of the seasonal
ork force, es well as on servi.ng farm workers with no
_easible potential for other vocations,

. Non-disabded
members of a disabled farm worker's household would be
eligible to receive social work, referral, income main-
tenance, training and plac ment services (assuming appropri-
ate legislative authority).

Worker Unit-- Functions o.
w uld inc ude the following.

e UI

(a) SOlicit and process applications, and award grants
to st - VR agencies, to initiate participation in
the farm worker service delivery system.

(b) Solicit and process applications, and award grants
to local farm worker service organizations, to
function as Outreach Units,

(c) Monitor
grants ac

d evaluate gr ntee performance and r new
ordingly.

(d) Provide information and technical cv_i tanee services
to grantees and other qualified disabled farm worker
service projects

Co-ordinate with other fed- al programs and agencies.

Recommond pr gram and polio
legislative modifications,

difications, including
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The unit staff would include a qualified farm worker
program specialist. Technical assistance and .field evalua-
tion services would be contracted out to the extent
required.

State ,lanning Unit-- Functions _f the unit
woild include the following.

Plan and conduct feasibility studios to estab
local Service Units for disabled farm workers.

(b) Develop service co-ordination re
farm worker service organizations
Units.

Develop

ents v'th local
operate Outrea

t applications for Lo al Service Units
and Outreach Units.

) 1-lire and train Local Service Unit staff.

( ) Promote development of local, regional or state
training resources for disabled farm workers, to the
extent such resources are lacking for Local
Service Units.

(f ) Monitor and report on activities of Local Servi
Un

Local Servic- =l' --out Sites--- _

Use -ettling-out sates are typically _rural and semi-
urban areas where the agricultural work force is augmented
by seasonal migrants from other areas. Included would
be northern and nidwestern states (e.g., Michigan, New
Jersey, Oregon, and others) , as well as certain regions
within some southern and western statos (e.g., Californiai
Isiorth Carolina, Texas and others). (C.f._Aopendix A.)
At user sites, most of the target population resides there
temporarily, anywhere from a couple of weeks to a couple
of months or more. Often, some of that transient population
attempts to settle out of the migrant stream, to become
permanent residents of the user arca. Functions of the
local service unit would include the folloving.

(a) Incieasc referrals of disabled farm worke - to local
VR offices.

(b) iAccept or ass st with Cases in progress referred by
VR offiCes in other communities or states.

Dur .g peak population seasons: p_ovide evaluatior
and initial case planning or counselling services to

16
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recently refe -red ±arin -o kers.

(a) During peak population seasons: provide limited,
short-term treatment services, to the extent that
clients' immediate c ming opportunities are not
impaired.

During peak.population seasons: provide referrals
to VR facilities in migrants' hone base communities
or in coMnunities along major stops in migrants'
seasonal itineraries.

During peak population seasons: explore with
transient farm worker clients the possibility of
settling out locally, as part of an alternative
case plan.

Pmmediat_ly after peak population seasons: provide
short-term treatment services to transient clientele
willing to delay leaving; provide referrals to VR
facilities in migrants' home base communities, or
in commmities along major stops in the itinerary,
to provide for follow-up vocation 1 training and
placement services.

During off-s asonsl provide counselling, planning,
treatment, training and social services to settling
out and other local seasonal agricultural workers
and their families.

During ofrseasons:
training facilities
co-ordination with o

promote developme t of needed
or disabled farm workers, in
hex community elements.

Outreach, recruitment, evalua- ion and social services would
be delivered in co-ordination with an Outreach Unit The
Local Service Unit would be staffed by especiallY qualified
and trained VR counsellor(s) . Social services would be
provided by an especially qUalified and trained social
worker, either on staff or on consultantshio, or on the
staff of the Outreach Unit. The counsellor would be
housed reasonably close to the target population, probably
at either a VR office or at the offices of the Outreach
Unit. Qualified receptionist services would be provided.
The counsellor(s) would be supervised both by the local
VR supervisor and by the State Planning Unit. The Local
Service Unit would have a special budget for training and
income maintenance expenses of farm worker cases.

:vic nit: HOTIIC Base Sites --
I me base sites have bo n-nigratiny seasonal workers,
a d migrants who stay at hone during off seasons. Major

117
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home bases are located in Arizona, Calif r-ia, Florida,
New Mexico, Puerto Rico and Texas.- Setting out of
seasonal farm work in home bases occurs two ways:
alternative local employment is found, or the household
(all or part) out-migrates permanently to another
cammunity with the hoPe of finding employment. lime
bases are characterized by high structural unemployment
and poverty. Functions of the Local Service Unit would
include the f llowing.

(a) Incr ase referrals of disabled farm w rkers to local
1.7E offices.

m Accept or assist with cases in progress referred
by VR officesin other communities or st tes.

(c) -During local work seasons: provide evaluation and
initialcase planning or counselling -orvices to
farm worker referrals.

(d) During local work seasons: provide limited s -rt-
term treatment services to the extent that immediate
earning opportunities are not_impaired.

(e) During off-seasons (e.g., certain winter p
provide counselling, planning, treatment, cif-

f

and social services to migrant clientele w
are at home and out of work.

(f ) During periods of seasonal out-
such services to non-migrating

(g) During periods of seasonal out-
development of needed training
farm worker in co-ordination
elements.

igrati p-ovide
arm worker clientele.

gration: promote
cilities for disabled
th other community

(h) To the e tent that needed training faci1itis will
not be provided otherwise, work with the Sta e Plan-
ning Unit Aio develop VR-operated training programs
well suited to the needs of disabled farm wo kers.
(E.g., pre-vocational training.)

Co-ordinate with VII offices in other communities_

or states, to arrange training or placement for
clients wishing to out-migrate permanently..

Administrative arrangements would be similar to
units serving user settling-out sites.

for

Outr ach Unit: Local Farm Worker Serv2.ce
0_ ani- _ions-- The Outreach Unit could bo operated by a

18
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c l migrant service agency or incorporated comnun
o ganization, or by the local VR office. _he former ould

kely require lower costs per case, and would provide auseful degree of flexibility in promoting locally needed
training facilities for disabled farm workers. Functionsof the Outreach Unit would include the following.

(a ) Preliminary -crooning at farm worker population sites
to detect f- ill workers apparently eligible for vP
services.

(b) Preliminary information and counsell ng servicos to
apparently eligible farm workers.

(c) Authorization aad arrangement of medical evaluations
of apparently eligible farm workers,

(d) Referral to the Local Service Unit.

(e) Provision of transportation services as needed.

(f) Optional: provision of social services and famxly
counselling and referral services, in co-exdrn4tion
with the Local Service Unit.

Optional: provision of evaluation and, whori authorized
by the Local Service Unit, selected treatment serviCes.(E.g., the Outreach Unit might be operated by a PES
migrant health project grantee.)

Promotion, advocacy, or organization of needed
training resources suitable for disables farm workers.

The Outreach Uait activities would be co-ordinated
closely with those of the Local Service Unit. Numericalgoals would be sot on an annual or seasonal basis for
case referrals and evaluations, subject to the approval
of tho State Planning Unit. Basic grants would be awardedby the RSA Farm WorerJ_Init in conjunction with grantsawardod the stato VR agency. The state VIZ agency granwould provide additional support for the Outreach Unit.State support would be on a cost-plu- _e-per-case bas s,up to a set maximum. Outreach Units, whether operated bya local private non-profit organization, another agency,or the VR agency itself, would be required to have a pollboard with a fixed minimum proportion of farm workers.That board would also be advisory to the Local Service
Unit.

National Telophoric Referral Unit-- The unstaff would includc espicially 'qua leo and trained
counsellor(s) Inward and outward wide area tolephe

19
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service (1.ATS) would b_ rnaintained, with one telephone
number disseminated nationally to all farm worker clientele
through their counsellors.. Tho grantee operating the unit
could be one of the participating state agencies. Func-
tions of the National Telephone Referral Unit would
include the following.

) Assist farm worker VR clients in re-es
service delivery, particularly after t
relocated.

ablishinc
ey have

m Assist farm qorker VR clients in obtaining short
term non-VR services from agencies in their area
during crises while in transit. (E.g emergency
food and medical service referral.)

(c) Provide follow-up servic
the assistance of VR sta

s for such referrals, with
f in the client's area.

(d) Compile and maintain a national referral directory
of VII offices, also identifying Lecal Service Units
and Outreach Units of the farm worker VR service
delivery system.

Compile and maintain a directory 07 emergency and
other non-VII services for farm wor rs (based on
information obtaina_le from the Juarez-Lincoln
migrant program and other programs and agencies).

(f) Regularly disseminate updated directories t Local
Service Units and Ou_roach Units of the farm workcr
VR service delivery system.

Assist counsellors in maintaining follow-up contact
with farm worker clients.

The above plan incorporates recorrunondaci objec-
tives for RSA and State VR Agencies, as suggested by IRA's
findings and conclusions. Training for counsellors would
focus on counselling practices recommended herein.

20
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creaming the practice by VR counS
of accepting very easy-t
rehabilitate clients who
probably would have suece ed
without VR services
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DHEW . . . . . . U. S. Department of Health
Education and Welfare

E0A. . . . . . Economic Opportunity Act

ERS. Economic Research Serviceh
USDA

ESEA . Elementary and Secondary
Education Act

26



21
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USDA . . . . . . U. S . Department of Agriculture
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WATS . Wide Area Tel ph ne Service
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I. INTRODUCTION

Background

Migratory and Seasonal Agricultural Workers

The people who earn their livings as seasonal
farm workers appear to be the poorest of the natiori's
working noor. They are variously estimated to number
anywherL from 600,000 to 5,000,000 (including depen-
dents) , although no definitive demographic data have
been available. While farm workers in general earn
an average of $1,530 per year, the income of seasonal
agricultural workers, earning mast or all of their
income from such work, is unknown.

They are generally employed as manual
laborers by several growers each year, for harvests
and other labor-intensive phases of certain fruit,
vegetable and other crops. Many such jobs are
extremely demanding physically, requiring prolonged
stooping, crawling, crouching or walking, often in
very hot or cold weather.

The people who rreke their livings from
seasonal agricultural employment generally live in
poverty-stricken rural areas. About one-third of
them.migrate away from home each_year,. to find
temporary seasonal work in communities outside their
home county or state. Roughly one-third of those
migrants cross state lines each year. Most are
members of racial or ethnic minorities: Blacks,
Chicanos, Puerto Ricans, Native Americans, Mexicans
(i.e., citizens of Mexico), Filipinos, and others.
Migrants' annual itineraries tend-to be within one
of three major "streams": the east coast stream,
based in Florida; the west coast stream, based in
California; and the largest, the mid-continent stream
based in south Texas. The total number of migrant
has been variously estimated to be between 170,000
and over 1,000,000.

While the great majo ity of seasonal workers
are U.S. citizens, thoir.living and working conditions
are well belowConventional- standard- for this country.

More detailed in o
Appendix B .

30

on is presented in

29
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Migrants' conditions tend to be worse than other farm
workers'. Common problems include pesticide poisoning,
injury and death by farm machinery, child labor law
violations, and emplover-provided housing lacking
normal insulation, water and sanitation. As a group,
agricultural workers have generally been partially
or wholly excluded from the usual protections offered
by federal and state laws governing fair labor stand-
ards, minimum wage and collective bargaining rights.
Within workers' families, low income is associated
with sub-standard housing, high rates of untreated
chronic and acute health and medical problems,
relative isolation from public service agencies, and
relatively short life spans.

The poor who depend on seasonal farm work
are.generally unable to find and qualify'for non-
agricultural employment. They suffer from structural
unemployment and under-employment, which limits their
earning power. They typically have less than a
grammar school education, have little if any cognized
job skills, suffer from low social status due to
racial or ethnic minority, and live in communities
with above-average rates of unemployment. Their
relative lack of wage bargaining power makes them
especially attractive to agricultural employers.

Large agricultural producers have tradi-
tionally obtained seasonal labor outside the general
U.S. labor market. --Besides- hiring-otherwise unemployed
poor, growers employ students, housewives, and foreign
citizens. Continued reliance on workers from Mexico
and other countries with low costs of living has
further depressed wages paid domestic seasonal
agricultural workers.

In re ent years, agricultural technology
has exacerbated structural unemployment among the poor
who depend upon seasonal farm work. New developments
include horticulture and mechanical harvesting
techniques. The poor have been displaced more than
other seasonal workers (such as students). In the
period from 1965 through 1971, over one-half the
migrant work force has stopped migrating, apparently
because of jobs lost to harvest mechanization.

-

For more than thirty years, federal officials
and legislators have held re-occurring investigations
of seasonal farm workers' living and working conditions.
However, action was net taken until the 1960's when
attempts to unionize farm workers gained strength.
Much of the efforts at reform during the 1960 's were
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associated with passage of the Economic Opportunity
Act. Since that decade, the movement toward reform
has subsided, leaving little hard evidence that
special governmental action had any real effect on farm
workers. The limits of the impact of special programs
are attributed to insufficient spending, lack of
inter-agency co-ordination, and failure to eliminate
many of the previously legiGlated exemptio of
agriculture from other labor laws.

Rehabili _tion Services f-- Disabled Migrants
2

In 1967 the Vocational Rehabilitation Act
was amended to authorize special projects to rehabili-
tate handicapped migratory farm workers. Responsi-
bility for the program was given to the Rehabilitation
Services Administration (RSA), U.S. Dept. of Health
Education and'Welfare. State,rehabilitation ar,Tencies
were to apply to RSA for funding of local "migrant"
projects.

for the projects was provided by
Section 17 of the Vocational Rehabilitation Act.
As it turned out, Congress never included Section 17
in any of its appropriations for'vocational rehabilita-
tion, so the migrant program was never implemented.
RSA attributed Co:Igressional inaction to "lack of
information identifying the unique problems inherent
in serving the migrant population."

Interest in handicapped migrants persisted
within RSA. It was assumed that migrants had an
above-average ratp of disabilities, somewhere between
10 and 15 per cent. Yet, virtually none were being
treated under the regular vocational rehabilitation
program.

RSA felt that few migrants received r
tation services, and that few of those receiv_

bill-

This section is based primarily on background
information supplied the Project Director by RSA personnel, SRS
guidelines issued for this Project, legislative documents, and
Congressional personnel interviewed by the Project Director.

3

Memorandum to SPS Regional Commi sioners, from
James F. Gar -ett, AF,sistant Administrator, SRS/ORD, and Edward
Newman, Commissioner, RSA, May'S, 1972; p. .2 of the attached
"Grant Guidelines for Comprehensive Vocational Rehabilitation
Services for Migratory Agricultural Workers."
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services were actuall7 rehabilitat d. It was estimated
that during the fiscal year (PY) 1970, between 550
and 660 disiblcd migrants received vocational
rehabilitation OM services, but -nly between 165
and 175 wore re-Abilitated.

RSA explained its failure as follows:

this target population is highly
mobile. . ., which produces a series
complex problems in the delivery of services
to the disabled migrant and his family, par-
ticularly in tracking down the disobled
individual.

It was also felt that other - rvice delivery problems
might exist, such that "their social, economic, and
political problems and their unique life -tyle poso
serious obstacles which merit special consideration
and attention. . . ."4

Despite Congress' decision not to fund
Section 17, other funds were used to support three,
state-operated local projects specifically designed
to rehaLilitate migratory or seasonal farm workers.
RSA also moved to establish a research and demonstra-
tion program for migrants, based on the assumfAion
that a comprehensive, family-oriented approach would
help overcome Service- delivery barriers. IRA
received suPport to conduct the initial research
phases of the program, in cooperation with designated
state agencies. This Report is the result of that
effort.

ile the study was in progress, Congress
changed its position on funds for handicapped migrants.
In the new 'ehabilitation Act signed into law in
1973, Section 17 was eliminated. Instead, Title III
of the new Act a'Ithorized projects for any of a nuMber
of special populations, including migranj:s and, for
the first-time, seasonal farm workers. Largely as a
result of preliminary findings from this study, the
new Act earmarked a minimum of 5% of all Section 304
appropriations for seasonal farm workers. In effect,
RSA was given a new Congressional mandate to begin
expanding services to migratory and seasonal farm worke s.
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In ,Iddition, other possible funding sources were
Title I Part "Li" monies, Title I Part "C" "expansion monies,
Title II research and training funds, and "IGA monie.
involving joint funding with other federal programs.

Interstate Resear h Associa

IRA's interest in migratory arid seasonal fa_m
woricers dates back to the f:ormation of the organization
in 1968. IRA was incorporated as a non-profit research
and consulting firm by,persons committed to resolving
problems facing Chicano communities and other communi
of rural or Spanish-speaking poor. IRA has sustained
itself primarily by providing paid training and technical
assistance services to governmental agencies and grantees
with programs in health, education, manpower training and
development, housing, or economic development serving low-
income populations. In addition, IRA has provided
technical services to local, regional, and national advocates
for Spanish-speaking -inorities.

The Problem

The purposes of the project were specified by
grant _guidelines issued by SRS and RSA. The .Projeet
served a general goal: to "develop, demonstrate, and imple-
ment a comprehensive vocational rehabilitation service
delivery system tailored to the needs of handicapped

_S
migratory agricultural workers and members of their families."-
IRA was asked to survey the vocational rehabilitation needs
of the migrant farm worker population, and develop a national
plan to meet those needs, in cooperation with designated
state agencies.6

The problem of Congressional inaction,
attr :uted to "lack of information identifying the
unique problems inherent in serving the migrant popula-
tion," guided conceptualization of the Project. The primary
focus of the Project was on isolating unmet needs for
services, and barriers to service delivery, analyzed in

Ibid.

files.

pp. 1-2.

from Gar and Newman (July 3, 1972 ) , in



t rms of specific implications for practice and VR pro-
gram planning.

Related Li urc and Research

Target Population

Previous attempts to study disabled migra_ ry
and seasonal farm workers have depended upon non-
probabalistic techniques. There had been several
attempts to describe qualitatively the kinds of dis-
abilities and service delivery barriers likely to be
problematic. However, there had been no reliable
basis for estimating the size of the populations needing
or receiving rehabilitation services. The distribution
of related population characteristics likewise had not
been reliably estimated.

Hearing testimony leading to passage ef
the Migrant Health Act in 1962 dealt extensively with
the kinds of acute and chronic medical and health

.conditiOns observed among migratory farm workers.
That testimony was preceded by other hearings over
a twenty-year period that often touched upon unmet
health and medical needs.7 Progress reports of the
Migrant Health Project reaffirmed the widespread
existence of unmet medical and health service needs
among migrants. Lindsay and Johnston have discussed
the implications for medical and health service

7

C.f., "Federal Policy," Appendix B.
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de ivery.
8,9,10,11

Reul addressed herself specifically to
disabled migratory agricultural workers, stressing
the multiplicity of economic and social problems likely
to affect the migrant family.12 Her research is
based largely on participant-observer and clinical
ease studies, which form the basis for her conclusions
about the problematic socio-eultural consequences of
migration.13

While no Census data have been compiled
on the target population as such, a 5% sample from
the 1970 Census does sugrjest that migratory and
seasonal agricultural workers may have above-average
disability rates. Respondents were asked about work
disabilities and occupational.eategory and status.
Farm workers were listed, although with no distinc-
tion between seasonal and year-round employees.
Twelve per cent of the males employed as farm workers,
between the ages of 18 and 64, reported themselves
disabled. This compared with 8-1/2% for all occupa-
tional categories combined. Virtually all of the

H. L. Johnston, "Migrant Health Program 5t3tistics,"
unpUblished working paper prepaxed for the Migrant Health
Project, U.S. Public Health Service, Rockville, Md., September, 1970.

_

H. L. Jchnston, New Directions Under the Migrant
Health_ _Act Atlantic City: National Conftience on Social Work,
1965).

10

J. R. Lindsay and H. L. Johnston "Meeting the
Health Needs of the'Migrant Worke " Journal of the American
Hospital Association, 1965.

11

J. R. Lindsay and H. L. Johnston, "Review of
Migrant Health Goals and Activities," paper read before the
Second North Carolina State Migrant Conference, Reidsville, N.C.
April 29, 1966.

12

Myrtle R. Reul, "A Review of the Migrant as a
Rehab Client," Rehabilitation Record Vol. 10, no. 6 (Novemb
December, 1969), pp. 17. .

13

Reul, The HiqtionEi5ode and Its Consequc
(East Lansing, Michigan. Center for Rural Manpower and
Public Affairs, Michigan State University, 1972).
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12.1% were partially disabled and were still working.
No disability rates were given for unemployed farm wo
thereby missing the totally disabled population.
However, the unemployed as a whole were found to have
higher disability rates.14 More detailed data are
available for some states, due in part to a series of
studies funded by DOL on unemployment and disability
insurance.15

Ecr1ier studies of the migrant population
have been unable to overcome sampling problems associa-
ted with poor documentation of ever-changing geographic
distribution. 16,17 Sampling problems have been
complicated by disagreement over definition of th
population at risk, implicit in the conflictinq
eligiblity requirements for DOL, 0E0, PHS, and OE
migrant service programs, and incompatible defini-
.tional categories used for statistical research by
DOL RMS, USDA/SRS, and USDA/ERS. 18

Other statistical data dealing with migrants
generally pertains only to . those who happen to have
been contacted by some service program, rather than
both the served and the unserved of the populatIon
at large. Examples include the data produced by the

14

U.S., Bureau of the Census, Census of Population;
1970: Subject Reports: Final Report PC(2)-6C: Persons with
Work Disability (Washington, D.C.:- U.S. Government Printing
Office, January, 1973) 1 PP. 5,.57, 60, 63, 66, 69, 72, 75.

15

16

C.f. "References, pp. 36-37.

Summary Fcert PEBSI 1970, Richard J.
Bela Project Director -eport of the migrant component of
the Program Evaluation by Summer Interns' Project] (Washington,
D.C. Interstate Research Associates, (1971) ) .

17

Unpublished study in progress as of May, 1973,
conducted for the Assistant Secretary for Program Planning &
Education, U.S. Dept. of Health, Education and Welfare, by
Development Associates, Inc., 1521 New Hampshire Ave., N.W.
Washington, D.C., 1972-3.

18
C.f. Appendix "B".
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Migrant flesearch Project and the Migrant Divi ion of
0E0 (later DOL). 19,20

The Migrant Labor Health Project in the Lower
Snake River Valley of Idaho and Oregon addressed
itself specifically to the need fo VR services.
Funded as an SRS demonstration project, they restricted
their services to physical examinations and referrals
as they took note of the kinds of disabilities found
among their non-systematically selected sample of
client-patients. They reported that needs among
migrants for health and medical treatment and VR
services were relatively limited.21 However, one of
the co-authors stated in a telephone interview
several years later that pressure from the local
medical community may have adversely affected the
validity of that finding.

Pew studies consider migratory and non-
migratory seasonal farm workers together as a target
population. However, the larger population of all
low-income rural residents has been studied extensively.
One of RSA's Institutes focused on. the "disabled
disadvantaged in a rural setting.I022

NiR Services for Migratory and Seasonal rarm Workers

There appea be no published researeh

Migrant Resea _ Proiec AnnUal Repor 1970 (Silver
Sprin Md.: Manpower Evaluation & DevelopMent Insti u e, 1971).

20

U.s. , Comptroller General, jp_po o Congre : Imoact
of Federal Proqramc to Irove the 'vino -ions of ran knd-__Other eonl . armwor or s: Deuartment or Agriculture! Dyartmen_ of

-Health! Educa tron and Lclfare, nartnent o Lioor, Office or Ecnnomic
ppportunit'L (B-177486; Washin
Office, February 6, 1973).

General Accounting

21

L.J. Peterson, Migrant Labor Ucith Proo
y--Iciaho and Oregon (Soise Idaho

Snake
a

22

_y_z_!_ffirt from the_ Study Croup on Vocational Rehabilitation

Disabled Disadvantaged in a Rural Sttinq, Rdymond
airman, and John V. lutchinson, Univ. Co-ordinator and Editor, Eighth

Institute on Rehabilitation Services, St. Louis, May 17-20, 1970 (Infor-
mation Memorandum RSA-IM-71-46; Washington, D.C.: U.S. Dept. of Health,
Education, and Welfare, Social and Rehabilitation Service, Rehabilitation
Services Administration). Includes bibliography.



reporting or csLimating the actual extent_of VR
,services provided the target population. 2324

In the absence of data on the currant impact of servi-
on the target population, survey research offers a
rather costly but valid means of assessing that impact.
Evaluation of a variety of service prograrm3 fer
migrants through survey research was utilized hy
Bela for the PEBSI project funded by EEVASPE.2') Nagi
urvey research on the impact of VR and other programs

on the general pW)lic was in progress at the tinle of
the present IRA Project. His study also uses defini-
tions and classifications of disabilities, and measure:
their extent among the.general public, thereby
providing a cross-section of the U.S. population
could be compared with IRA's target population.26

Reports of RSA institutes include suggestions
for improving various kinds of VR services. Oneof the
most relevant was on the disabled disadvantaged in a
rural setting.27 The literature sugget5 that disabled
migratory and seasonal farm workers are likely to be
relatively difficult clients to rehabilitate. Mere is

2

Characteristics of Clients Rehabilitated in Fiscal
Years_ 1970: ational
E1.229=, proparod by Division _f Monitoring and Pregram Analy is,
Statistical Analysis and Systems Branch (DHEW PuOilication No.
SR'S) 72-25402; Washington, D.C.: U.S. Dept..of Health,
Education and Welfare, Social and REhabilitation Service,
Rehabilitation Services Administration).

24

State Data -State Vocational Rehabili-
ion P q iscal Year 1970, prepared by Divi5ioh of Konitoring

and Program Analysis, Statistical Analysis and Systems Branch (SPS)
-72-25403; Washington, D.C.: U.S. Dept. of Health, cilication and

Welfare, Social and Rehabilitation Service, RehaDilitation
Services Administration).

25
IRA,

26
Saad Z. Nagi, "Service Organizations arid the Public:

A Research Proposal" (Columbus, Ohio: July, 1972). Mimeographed).

27
"References, PP. 37-38.
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rapid shrinJaqc in their labor ma ket, 28 such thi
merely restoring or treating clients to return to farm
work is no longer a routthely acceptable vocational
objective for VR case plans. National Migrant Worker
Programs authorized by E0A-III-B, MDTA/E&D, and CETA-303,
will probably be focusing primarily on training and
preparing migratory and seasonal farm workers for "stable
year-round employment providing an income above the
poverty level. . .", and only secondarily will be
providing supportive and,ameliorative services to tho
present farm worlz force.'9 The target population's
need for alternative employment, and its relative lack
of suitable education and training, would tend to
require relatively intensive VR counselling and training,
in addition to indicated restoration or other treat ent.
The current VR agency statistical performance measures
appear to value quantity of low cost rehabilitations
over intensive efforts with difficult cases, thus
suggesting the need for case weighting procedures
designed to remove die-incentives to providing in ensive

2

C.f. "Labor Market Shrinkage," Appendix B, PP. 124-.27.

"Strategy Paper for Migrant and Seasonal Farmworker
PrograMs," unpublished staff working paper from the U.S. Dept. of
Labor, n.d. [Typewritten and duplicated, approximately early 1974.)
[P. 4.]

C.f. Appendix B.

Present trends for some migrants to ettleout in
near urban industrial areas wore discusscd in terms of

employment, economic and social difficulties by [Bela, Corte's and
Porter], The Chicano 1irart Farii Worker Community in Texas, the
Great 1_411:05 -Sta and Florida ington, D.C. In erstatc
Research !ssoeiates, February, 1972), pp. 44-47. The depth of
counselling and financial support needed to facilitate a smooth
transition might be suggested by research findings dating from
1858, by Lyle W. Shannon, Robert McGinnis and Thomas J. Scheff,
at the University of Wisconsin, concerning assimilation of migrant
workers.
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training services to the target population client.
32133

The availability of suitable training programs already
training non-disabled migratory and seasonal farm
workers suggests expansion of local VR inter-agency
relationships for referral, evaluation, training, and
placement toginclude such programs.34

32

State Vocational Rehabi itation Agencv: Fact
Sheet Booklet: Fiscal Year 1971 (Information Memoraa-A-I1-
72-45; Washington, D.C.: USDHEW/SRS/RSA, January 20, 1972).
Performance of state VR agencies is compared in terms of federal
funds expended, types of programs, number of cases, success
rates, cost per rehabilitation, per capita expenditures, and
similar characteristics.

33

Ronald Conley, "Weighting Case Closures:
Concepts, Problems," Rehabilitation Record, Vol. 14, no. 5

(September-October, 1973), pp. 29- ; and John H. Noble, Jr
"Actuarial System for Weighting Case Closures," Rehabilitation
Record, Vol. 14, No. 5 (September-October, 1973), pp. 34-37.

34

Programs claiming some success with vocational
training of migratory and seasonal agricultural workers for
other occupations include the following: certain Opportunity
Industrialization Centers (Ole's), formerly funded by DOL and
now supported by local organizations and agencies, including

-
revenue sharing; some E0A-III-B grantees listed in U.S.
Executive Office of the President, Office of Economic Opportunity,
Migrant Division, 0E0 Procrams_for miarant and_Seasonal Farm
Workers (Washington, D.C.: n.d.) , and which are now administered
by DOL; contractors to the DOL National Migrant Farm Worker
Program ("Last Yellow Bus Project") funded by MDTA discretionary
monies; DOL funded Jobs for Progress, Inc., grante (ProjectSER).
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The Research Settin

The Project was national in scope. Project
headquarters were at IRA's Rio Grande Valley Office in
Edinburg, Texas, in the midst of the nation's largest home
base of seasonal migrants. Multi-county priMary sampling
units drawn for the survey were located near Benton Harbor
(Michigan) , El Centro (California), Kinston (North
Carolina), Lubbock and McAllen (both in Texas). Secondary
sampli,ng units were residential areas, such as neighbor-
hoods, colonies, camps or districts, populated by thirty
or more seasonal farm worker families during the month of
the survey, where at least 75% of the households were
estimated to include one or more migrant or seasonal
agricultural worker. The sample included both temporary
'and permaneht residential areas.

Local agency study sites were confined to
states whose VR agencies were designated by SRS as Project
participants: California, Florida, Michigan, New Jersey,
Oregon, and Texas. Agency personnel were intervewed
at fourteen site§ within those states. Most slits were
within communities with a primarily.agricultural
economic base, with general populations of less than
100,000. Several of the sites were within 50 miles of
major urban industrial areas.

All of the local agency study sites were with n
ten Miles of areas populated by sea`Sonal agricultural
Workers. The annual peak populations of agricultural
workers and family members in each area was at least
3,000-per county.



II. METHODOLOGY

flmple of Agricultural Worke_s' Pa ilies

Defining the Universe

The universe was broadly defined. That
enabled comparisons of the needs of sub-groups.
Included were all families with member(s) who had
been seasonal agricultural worker members since 1967.

Seasonal agricultural worker meant a person
who had employment doing tield WOrk such as picking,
thinning, cutting, Or other hand work, being a crew
leader, working in packing sheds, trucking produce
out of the fields, or driving or operating farm machinery,
all o, a temporary or seasonal basis. Also included
were persons who, although they may not have done such
work during the specified time period, intended to do
suCh work during the year of the interview.,

A five-year time period was specifi.-8-in
order to include _theSe who may 1--Tve recently been
displaced by mechanization, become totally disaaed,
or for other reasons had stopped performing seasenal
work. A limited period was specified because of the
number of former farm workers in the U.S. who'have
long since been assimilated into other occupational
categories and life-styles, such that their special
needs, if any, would not greatly overlap with those of
today's migratory or seasonal farM workers.

Migratory and non-migratorv seasonal agricul-
tural workers mere included, in order to test RSA's
impression that migration alone was the principal service
delivery barrier.

All family members were _Acluded, for the
following reasons. A diSabled, non-working member
of a migratory family might still have to migrate with
the rest of the family, thus posing service delivery
problems. Other problems, such as language differences,
minority status, relatively limited education, or
cultural and attitudinal differences, might apply to
all household meMbers. The family unit was designated
by_the,grant guidelines and Section 17 legislation as
being of particular interest. Services directed
toward the family unit.were one of the possible
strategies to improve agency efforts to.rehabilitate
disabled seasonal agricultural workers.
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All household members were defined'as family
members, consistent wi_ _ Section 17 legislation. That
avoided having to make insignificant legal distinctions
between unmarried and married parents, etc., and
allowed the study to focus on the household as a
functioning economic and social unit. Such units
were already known to frequently include extended
family members as well as nuclear family, and even
households containing two unrelated nuclear families
or fragments thereof, living together due to economic
or other practical considerations.

The universe was defined as the _population
of househo- -- in the U.S including sir -le

seasonal a iicultural e-plo,r
ypars. Sampling feasibility required a rur
restriction: Households were selected from reside
tial areas populated by (a) at least thirty such
households, and m at least 75% such households.

bets had nald
fln t

Sampling Design

Design problems In order to describe
the universe with aii-FEiE'vm degree of precisian, every
household ia the universe had to have an equal chance
of being interviewed for the study. That simple rule
of descriptive statistics led to complex sampling
problems: First, the universe was distributed widely
throughout the countrya Second, the geographic
distribution and size of the universe was described
only by vague, general, unreliable, biased and
conflicting statistical reports. (C.f. Appendix "Sp.)
Third, the geographic distribution of the universe
varied constantly due to seasonal migration. Fourth,
the most detailed available estimates of geographic
distribution were in the form of peak annual populati ns
per locality, so that national compilations of such
data theoretically would count the same migratory
workers several times over in different localities
at different times-of the year. (E.g., Appendix "A".)

Previous sampling designs were rejected with
the encouragement of RSA liaison. Rejected designs
included quasi-probabalistic designs used by two
previous studies for HEWASSPE, featuring arbitrary
selection of interview sites_ "stratified" by racial-
ethnic group and migrant stream. 35 ThiszvproadIvgls

1

C.f. footn Yr and 141 This approach was sugcjested
present study.by SRS in guidelines for

47
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rejected because data for true stratification was inadequate,and lack of randomness (enabling estimates oE precision)we.eld have limited the believability of findings.

Another sampling design rejected was randomselection from case records of farmworker service programssuch as- those of E0A-III-B grantees.i6 That would havebiased the sample in favor of households already receivingsome services, which might have exaggerated the rate ofcontact with VR. It would have caused a bias againstmore mobile migrants, due to time elapsed between agency_case record entries and sampling by IRA for interviews.
Furthermore, outreach and eligibility procedures ofservices in different localities would have been uncon-trolled.

Use of DOL. Data -- Compensation for un table
geographic diStribUtion was based on unpublished datacompiled by DOL's Rural Manpower Service. That provideda model of the universe's

geographic distribution
(but not its absolute size). Data was available by monthfor each of the multi-county Agricultural Reporting Areasin the U.S., as defined by DOL's former Farm Labor Service.(FLS) of the Bureau of Employment Security (BES), .Thedata were from state employment security commissions,whose local office staffs estimated (with varying care)the nuniber of seasonal farm workers employed each monthin their respective Agricultural Reporting Area. Thisprovided a model of the seasonal work force, brokendown by geographical units small enough for sampling
purposes, with the rather mobile population "frozen" inplace for any given month.37

A three-stage random cluster sam_i4j2EEla wasdevelope

1) The orirnarv -ling frame consisted of theDOL/ us/ns multi-coun , Agricultural Reporting Areas.Each area was weighted according to its share of the universeduring the month of the survey. Only five primary samplingunits (PSU's) could be drawn, given o r project resources.)

(2) The secondary sampling frame consisted of_

seasonal agricultural workers,
r.sidential

of ECM

36

C.f. Appendix B, "Federal Po Y." for a description
service programs.

37

C.f. Appendix B, "Gene Charact -c" and
"Federal Policy," for a description of available data on theuniverse.
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-ther transient or permanent. The areas were defined as
geographically delineated areas, such as neighborhoods,
colonies, camps or districts which were expected to be
populated during the month of the survey by thirty or
more seasonal agricultural worker households, and in wlich
at least 75% of all households were estimated to be
seasonal agricultural workers' households. Data for
the preparation of secondary sampling frames were gathered
by field eonsultants indigenous to the PSU, and familiar
with the local farm worker population and the agencies
serving them.

The secondary sampling frame was weighted
according to the locally estimated population distributions.
Three to six secondary sampling units were drawn per PSU,
to bring the estimated number of households up to 120
per PSU.

(3) A canvass_of each_secondary sampling unit (SSU ) was
held to identify all seasenal agriciiitural wcY-rke-r house-
holds in the residential area. The canvass was accomplished
by screening questions asked at the beginning of data
collection interviews.

Plans to Augment Sub-Groups

-- In order to study farmworkers
receiving VR, an attempt was made to augment the sample
by randomly drawing farm worker clients from the files of
co-operating state VR agencies. That plan was abandoned,
however, when state representatives on the Project
Advisory Committee indicated it was unfeasible.

Minority group and geoqraphic re resentation --
RepresentaMn o_ all racial and ethnic groups in the
universe, and of each of the three major geographic
streams (including home base, user, and settle-out sites)
was suggested by SRS. However, there was a good chance
that smaller groups (such as Native Americans and Pilip-
pinos) might not fall within a small random sample of
the universe. The Project Director suggested augmenting
the random sample, using purposively selected sampling
units to assure minority and geographic representation.
However, supplemental funds needed were not provided.

pap
prog

."Alternative Farmdorker Sarni)] " a working
submitted to RSA on Mny 1, 1973. Reproduced in project
s report, Juno 7, 1973, Appendix G.
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Comparison Gr up

44

The sample drawn for Dr. Nag 's study for RSA
at the Ohio State University served as a comparison group.
That survey of a large cross-section of the population of
the U.S. was conducted through the Institute ofSocial Re-
search at the University of Michigan in Ann Arbor. The IRA
'Project Director's attempts to establish comparability were
greatly assisted by Dr. Nagi and RSA liaison. Survey insru-
ments were adapted in part from Dr. Nagi's study.

Survey Operations and Sample: Size

Third-stage sampling and interviewing were .

conducted in three rounds (Wring late August and early
September, 1973. Within 17 secondary sampling units,
748 residences were canvassed. Screening left a sample
of 209 households. Of those screened out, 147 were
found ineligible and 392 were unavailable.

The main cause of .._navailability was persons not
at home. As a cost-saving measure, the survey was conduc-
ted day and night, and many residences turned out to be
empty during the day. Unavailability in general consisted,
of "not home" (23%) ; "seasonally vacant" (11%) ; "appeared
to be home, but door noteanswered" (6%); "dwe1lin9 comple-
tely unoccupied" (4%),; "interview refused" (3%) ; "available
respondents unde age" (3%) ; and "other" (1%).

Most interviews lasted ten to fifteen minutes,
while interviews at households with disabled members were
designed to last about two hours. Disabled respondents
were offered compensation for participating in.the longer
interview. The disability rate was twice as high as
expected. Thus, the sample was smaller than expected.

Interviews with Service Agency Personnel

Agency interviews were exploratory, to collect
qua .itative data on general y identified service de ivery
barriers and suggestions as to how to overcome them.

Rehabilitation c unsel -- Counsellors consti-
tuted the largest group of 50 '%uce _geney respondents. State
VR agency counsellors were selected only from states repre-
sented on the Project Advisory Committee. At each local VR
office visited, interviews Were sought primarily with
counsellors who had contact with the target population.
Some supervisors, other counsellors, outreach workers,
and placement specialists were also interviewed.

50
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VR Administration Staff '--'The Project Advisory
Committee was a Iced to provide specific information on
state policies, procedures and operations. Documents
supplied by other state and federal personnel also provided
information.

ker Service Projpets Three current
VR demonstration projects were identifie d by RSA liaison;
two were visited and additional information was sought
on all three. Staff were also interviewed at non-VR
service organizations with substantial nuMbors of clients
who were migratory or seasonal agricultural workers.
Included were local staffs of migrant health projects,
EOA-III-B grantees, OpportOnity Indus'trialization Centers
(OIC's) , and community organizations.; Interviews there
included vocational counsellors, others having farm worker
client contact, administrators and program specialists.
Farm worker service projects visited were located near
VR offices already chosen for interviews.

fi

Data Collection and Analysis

VarLa_les Studi

Variables stud' d are ii.1,ted in Appendix C.

Target Population Survey

All survey data were collected in quan ifiable
form by interviewers reading verbatim from eomple ely
structured survey instruments. Seven instruments were
developed for the survey:

CO Househ Id samDlincJ form -- This was filled
011C for every household residence observed dur:
the canvass of each secondary sampling unit.
(Appendix D)

4) Basic interview -- All heads of households
contacted were screened fer survey eligibility
by the first part of this instrument. Eligible hou
hqlds, through one respondent, were then screened
for disabilities and were asked a few other
questions. Two extended versions of the Basic
Interview wore used to collect additional
information on about one out of five

5 1
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households reporting no dlsablQd members.
(Appendix E)

EREElnent_A was administered to each household
rflember reported to be disabled. (Appendix F)

(6) pupp_lement_S contained addition l questions for
the heads of households with di'abled members.
(Appendix G)

(7) SupElementc was designed to collect information
from resPondents who had been in contact with
a VR facility. Appendix H)

Field testing of early dra ts ef the instrumel- s
was monitored by tape recording. Particular attention
was paid to validity problems related to language and
cultural variation within the target population. Versions
were prepared in simple English and simple Spanish. The
latter gave alternative wordings to allow for differences
between Chicano and Puerto Rican dialects.

Five teams of intervie -rs were hirea, one for
each of the five PSU's. Hiring criteria emphasized ability

establish rapport and gain the trust and co-operation
of the target population. A secondary consideration was
reading ability. With one exception, all fifteen inter-
vewers were indigenous to their respective PSU's, and were
of the same racial and ethnic groups as the majority of
their respondents. Nearly all had themselves boon migratory
or seasonal agricultural workers. Each team was provided
twenty-five hours of standardized training during a
two and one-half day period imme iately prior to the
survey.

Data analysis consisted primarily of tabulations
and cross-tabulations. Correlational analysis was planned
but not performed due to time and resource constraints.

Interviews with Service Agency Personnel

Service agency personnel interviews were tape
recorded, generally in private areas at respondents'
places of work. Additional data provided by other, informal
conversations with respondents were later dictatod in
summary formonto tape by interviewers. Respondents
were informed that all information was to De kept in
strictest confidence by IRA Project staff.

Exploratory inter wing was guided by a general

5 2
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format outline used by interviewers, 'covering gene al issue
areas. Projective techniques were used to probe s Isitivc
areas. Useful digressions were encouraged. More
structured interviews were found less productive.

Objective analysis of agency intviej.
was planned but not accomplished. Analysis Was to
included codification of interview data. At least two
coders not previously associated with the project were
to have filled out instruments while listening to tapes.
Cross-coder reliability was to have been measured.

Other Data

The Project also relied on public-'ons and
miscellaneous information supplied by reprosetatives of
the stategederal.VR program. Advisory committee
discussions contributed in large part to program r menda-
tions herein.
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III. FI DINGS

isabilities A o q Fa In

Disabi ity Ra

Of all households, 44.5% had one or more members
YILk2IfIf_RE5-_LaLlY or totally disabled. -This means that
PhYsical,- Mentaf or _Otional problems were reported to
limit one or more household members in the amount or kind
of work they could do, or provented them from attending
ordinary public schools, or limited their normal recrea-
tional abilities, or caused them to require a considerable
amount of extra care. (Estimated precision: ± 6.7%, @

.95 level of confidence.)

TABLE I: SAMPLE SUBGROUPS

All households (i.e., entire sample of households
witfl one or rore members who qualify as migratory or
seasonal agricultural w s).

(b) Households with one or more disabled members.

(c) Heads of house their representatives; .e.,

Basic Interview respoaden

(d) Heads of households with one or more disabled meMbers
(or representatives of heads of those households).

(e) Disabled inc viduals (i.e., persons with partial or
total disabilities) .

Heads of house plus disabled indiv
groups (c) and (e) combined).

uals (i e., sub-

(g) Heads of households with one or more disabled m-
plus disabled individualS (i.e., (d) (e)).

(h) Employed members of subgroup (g).

(i) Households with migratory members

(i) s-holds ratory and disabled members.

ers

.5 4
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Ofjhe yersonti first rviewe d at each household.._ _.. _.

(gonerally FI-ads of households. 31.3-. ropoxtxd themselves
_ . . _.. . . _ _ _ _. -._

disabled; i.o., limited in the aMount or kind ot work they
could perform because of a physical, mental or emotionl
problem. (Base: sub-cjroup c.) 39 (Estimated precision:
± 6.3:-, e .95 level of confidence.)

Disa 3- rates among migratory rind sea!lonal
.

agricultural awcir to hu about th:ree Limos as Iligh-
as these of L U. S. v)ooulatiml in concral, althougn Ii
constraints have prcvii i Led exact comparisons. Of the U.S.
cross-section Elample studied by Dr. Nacji, 20.7`.; reported
themselves disc:Ibled or limited in work roles and activities.
Subgroups of his sample with lower incole, Less education
and greater ace had hiqher disability rates, ranging from
22.1% to 35.5'6. The closes conparable figure presently
available from the IRA study is 31.3t (for subgroup c).

Population Estimates

There are c e between 230 714 arid 449,473
seasonal farm worker households in the nn don that have
one or more disabled neraliors, depending upori which gover--'
ment statistics are ul=ied.40

Assun ng the midpoint of 390,094 households, at
least 2-7 313 hrrve disabaea menbers with enlployment poten-
tial. If increasing productivity of housewives is
consi ered a legitimate VR objective, the number with reha-
bilitation potential would be 292,571.41 ULves and children
.often contribute to theix husband's wages by working with him
in the fields, but they are frequently not counted in

9

Sample lips are d by Table 1, p. 49, above.

40
The sample had 44.50% (t 6.74%) such households,

an averago sizo of 5.7 members. IcEiroy's estimate of 611,000

seasonal employees (c.f. Appendix B, footnote 7) , assuming one

"hireor employee per housonold, yields the lower (Intimate (@37.761).
OCO's estimate of 5,000,000 eligible forE0A-III-13 "migrant"
services (c.f. Appendix'D, footnote 9), divided b-y 5.7 persons per
household, given an estimate of B77,192 houschold:;, yielding the
higher estimate (51.24'4). Neither of these estimates seem very sound
but they are the hest poosible given available population data. 00's
definition of the population correfends., more closely V--) that used by

our Study, but the basis for 0E0' s4rather -round estimate is umknown.

41
The disabled in the sampl.e included 33 0% hired workers,

% housewives, 2.2% tt,jckn ts, retired o rkers, and 0.9% others

who had never been hired. Assum _ng at least hired w and students
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estinatcs of the hired seasonal work force.

ev it C Iditions

The tern "disabled" refers throughout this
Report to both partially and t tally disabled persons.
Partially disabled with omploynient potential are assumed to
be eligible for VR.42

Of all the disabled interviewed
.-_ L_, .--_and had other uncorrected visual impai

Uncorr -ted auditory inipa lrments.

1% were blind

In a series of interview items conce ning
symptons related to disabilities, the following were
g!'equently_reported.as beim severe: backaches or p
in the back or spine (3Vii); pains,- aches or swelling in
other parts (27) ; weakness, tiring easily, no energy
(38%) nervousness, tension, anxiety, depre sion (29%).

The followina tasks were imost frequently
described as impossible, or r-ssi. l only with great
difficulty: d-ile to disabling crojg, be'
or kneeling .(44%); going up and down stairs
lifting or carrying weights of about ten pounds 34%) and
standing for long periods ( 3Z).

had

Percentage totals for both of the proceeding
series exceeded lan because of high_ rdtes of nultiple
disabliii condiions and mulpie effects of disabling

Ro s odes attribute_d _thoi r smpton1s ln

to have reho- litation potential (.330+ x 39-0,094 -households with
at least ono disabled member yields at least 137,313 with potential.
Adding houewives: (320 + .022 + .398) x 390,094 yields at least
292,571 with rehabilitation potential. Thee estimates axe mxely
suggestive, since the small bases for these statistics preclude useful
confidence intervals at reason&ble Levels of confidence.

42

All persons reporting themselves disab- ed said they
were limited in the amount or kind of work they could do because of a
physical, mental, or einetional problem. What amounts to a total
disability in some oecupaiions frequently is merely a partial
disability for manual farm laborers. Payment for farm work in piece
rates (instead of hourly wages) encourages employment of the partially
disabled family member of limited productivity.
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pLAilmonts te_a widcrange of causes. Chief among them
were skin problems (177); accidents, injuries and fal (14P6);
emotional or-nervous problems (1275); arthritis, rheulnatism,
bursitis, neuritis (12); breaks, strains, sprains or
dislocation of ribs or joints, or cracked ribs .(11);
ether general or var,uely described references to musular-
skeletal or nervous disorders (e.g., "bad back," or "my'
legs hurt") (107i); hicjh or low blood presure (100;
and kidney or bladder disorders, or nephritis (10%).
Multiple causes and overlapping codes produced a totEll
percentage of more than 100. Data analvsis allowinsj
determination of the extent of multiPle disorders wa not
completed.

Of thoso .urveyed, 14 reported they tboUcjlit. the
'cause of their disability or limitation was related to he
kind of work they performed. Given the kinds of dis-,
abilities listed, it is easy to speculate that work
responsible for corlid(Draliiv more than the_14%.or. corT_ait71
tions C tribUtea tO work 4,-- respondents. iUitiplC Qoncii -

,tions, d the
_

hign proportion of causes in the "rflusQular-
sJeletl nd nervous system" eategorY, sugcost the claraulative
effects of prolonged, demanding manual labor.'

The most frequently cited_causal Coridiitior, skin
problems (170, is suggestive in light of the report of

..known exposure to agricultural chemicals by 44% of a larger
subgroup of respondents. An additional 19% reported they
didn't know that some pesticides, herbicides' etc., eonld
be harmful to health. When asked if tIley thought 511011--chemicals had_caused an llness or prebfaTrir
family, 29',i said "v- " ,11n8 an -41ational 19 -id tilclz_weren't_ s_ure. 0± thoSe saying yes, :)n said the rest-lit
had been skin problems. Other problems cited were Visual
problem, respiratorv difficulties, digestive probleM5,
swelling, and other Li_ spec' 7ied "alLergie reactions.

Table 2 summarizes the impt of diablinq
eonditions_on respondents' litv to work, and their

_

plallA_ty_to Jive inenec-mtiv. The percentages giVen
for the S. pOpUlatiOn are, Of course, from Dr. Nagi0v,
sample.

The population bzise for IRA f4ures in Table 2
derived from a model using sample subgroups (e), (g) and (h).
that the figures aro somewhat arbitrary in the absence of more
.coimplete data analysis. Subgroup e.is the base for all other
descriptions of disabilities given in the preceding paragraphs.
C.f. Table 1, Tle statistical significance of apparent differences
between our sampLe and Dr. Nagi's sample was net calculated.
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TABLE 2: FME1 IsKDRKERS ARE MORE SWE.ELY DtSABLED,
BUT ABB MORE LIKELY TO CONTINUE WORKING

s- t

Percent of Sarn3le
Seasonal

Agriculti 1

Work intY

No limitatici

_:imited in work roles and activitie_

experiencinq difficulty at work,
or is temporarily unemployed, due to a
partial disability

(c) Tetally disabled (e.g., never been
employed, or has had to stop working
by reason of disability).

Total Sample

23

8

100

8 .

4.4

100.1

Ability tojive Incleendently

(a) N imitation

(b) Limited but independent

Mobility assistance needed (e.g.,
needs help going outdoors, shoppi
or doing housowo k)

(d) Personal ass istnco needed (e.g.,
needs someone else to care for
them on a daily or weekly basis).

Total Sample

C.f. footnote 43

69

7

14

9

99

66.4

6.3

3.5

1.8

100..0
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Income and Mous hold Size

Households with disabled members reported a total
,ar ed annual income averaging $2,958. Although the upper
limit of the reported range fell between $8,576 and $8,800,

.

the distribution was skewed toward the Low side, with the
mode falling within the $0 to $1,000 category. Average
ear ea annual cish income nor -a ita was $518. (Subgroup b)

Of those surveyed 59- of those emnloyed reported
that cash earninas wore .supElemented_hy in-kind employment

ts. The most comoniv reported in-kind benerit
was housing provided by employers at no or reduced cost
(25% ) . (Subgroup h)

Intervoierssad they Hosnected that respondents '

imates of rned income bad a co .mward bias . U cer-
)ortinq appLamS attribut ble to_ unsteady earning patterns,

which make it difficult to estimate total annual earning.
A seasonal worker typically has several employers per year,
many of whom pay cash or do not issue W-2's. Family
income is often augmented by z number of irregular wage
earners besides the head of house, and such miscellaneous in
may also not have been fully counted, in spite of specific
interview questions about it. Nevertheless, the downward
bias is not univerSal. Many workers keep meticulous
records of earning.- to help avoid being cheated by employers
on payday.

. Of those surveyed, 42% roper ed their annual
earnlngs wer sunleneted n iriconie iflaintci_

P-,ka21)7jil 1-1c11.as -oca ._.urity, publi assis-
tance and federal aia eb the totally disabled. Those who
received supplements got an average of $1,925 per year.
Thus, total household income averaged $3,767 per year.
Average cash earnings plus other cash income, per capita,
was $661 per annum. (Subgroup b)

The above findings unders:ate actual income,
par ly because monetary values were not assigned to
in-kind incoMe such as food stamps, food commodities, food
and clothing vouchers, and other in-kind donations. Such
income was analyzed separately.

Per ca)ita 'nco e estima -s on an_ _

observed avells_e_a_LI1.7 nor sons ei foue ole This
figure may,be low. Some respondent, resisted probing for
full, household membership. For example, one disabled

.--,
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respondent dian't want to rQvcal the presence of his son
daughter-in-law, and grandchildren for fear that his
social security benefits might .bc jeopardized if survey
results leaked out to autlorities. The presence of
extended family members in the household was common.

Ildividuals contributed at varying rates to total
annual earned household income. During their most reonnt'.

.._ .. _

month employment, =0,5 of qoholds with disabled members,- - - . _. ._ . - -.,_ _

and the cmDLovod dis_abled t ._0.ves,..earned an averagoTa
between $240 $ 349 month. (subgroup

Tables 3 and 4 suggest th t disability rates
ight be predicted better by income than by whether or

not o-e is a seasonal ag icultural worker.

AMONG THE U,S POPUL2\T]IONr L0ER INCOME GROUPS
HAVE HIGHER DIShBILITY RATES

ncome croo _

Percent of Incom,1

No work
dii- lt

sablael or limited
in work roles
and activitis Total

low $2,500 64.6 35.5 100.1

2,500 - 4,999 81.5 18.5 100.0

000 - 9,999 90.6 9.4 100.0

10,000 - over 93.3 6.7 100.0

issing Data 89.6 10.3 99.9

Source: Preliminary tabulations from Dr. Nagi's study.



ABLE 4: E HAD VERY LO

Income

Below $1,801

$1,001 to $2,325

$2,326 to $4,925

$4,926 to $6 3'75

Above $6,375

TOTAL

Percent; of Res)oudents

35.5

12.9

30.6

J6.0

4.9

99.9

Annual ear ed household income in 1972.

Thejargest of disabled :.es ondents
_ _

between 45 ari171-7vears e. Of those surveyed, 9
the disabled ere between 18 and 44 years of age (compared
to 7% of the,disabled in Dr. Nagi's sample) . 17% were
between 45 and 54 (compared to 13% in Nagi's sample).
5% were between 55 and 64 (compared to 22% of Nagi's
sample). (Subgroupe.) The target population is youn er
tban the disabled population of the U.S. as a whole.

nd Eth icity

Table 5 s nmarizes the racial/ethnic composi
of the sample (grou a) . Especially low estimates of
precision regarding its representativeness of the unive
stems almost entirely from the small number of PSU's.
The low estimates are consistent with Project staff's

,

im ression that Chicanos are overrcDrsentod, due to
sampling ror

Analysis for rela -onships of race and ethnicity
to disability rates was not performed. Dr. Nagi's study
found that work disability/limitation rates were 10% for
Whites, 16% tor Blacks, 8% for Spanish-American., and
3% for othe s.



TABLE 5: 'ME TARGET POPULATION CONSISTS MAINLY
OF SPANISH-SPEAKING AND BLACK AMERICANS

ial/Ethnic Clas

White

Black

Afro-Ame ican from ContInental
U.S.

lest Indies and Other Black

Spanish-American

Other

Chicano, Mexican-American,
Spanish-American from Conti en-
tal U.S. or Mexico

Puerto Rica , Boricua

Na-ve American, American
Indian

Filipino, Fili ican,
Japanese-American

Other

a of_Sam
Season&

Aericultura U.S.

3 85

15 11

82

15

78

4

ates of Precision for Sea e-al Agricultu

Population @ .95 confide c- level

Chicanos 33.1%

Blacks W.S.): 34.0%

6 2
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Se sonal Migration

57

Of those ,irveved 59,6
L..- households had one

or more members who had been seas l miqrci -s so in-r lives. roup a) Within the -1st year 36% had
migrated; 53% had migrated within the past five years.

HOW_ base areas reoresented in the sample wore
in (by order of duclinii icquency) Texas, Michigan,
California, North Carolina, Mexico, Florida, and Illinois.
During the r most recent vear of mioration, 74`. of the_ _

iojj:ed in just_one state; 21% worked in to
' r -three St-tes; and 6% worked in more than three states.
respondelt

Sometime during that yeai, 42% lived in migrant
ca- p. 28- lived in cars, trucks, or buses; 5% lived in a
trailer or motel; and 36% found other kinds of accommoda-
tions. (Totals more than 100% because of different
arrangements used by the Same household at different tops.)
(Subgroup j)

Resettlem

Within the past four years 2

h disabled members had reettld
211.511:T1:Dome. communits ; ad also
once before Within the four years prio:
recent resettlement.

their
,

ticu at least
to their most

Of the disabled r s ondents and heads of house-
holds interviewed (sUbgroup f), 38% of them were currently
employed at the time of their interview, and 3% held one
or more part-time jobs in addition to primary ern1rment.

Of subgroup q, 26% we e considering trying to f
a job or, if currently employed, a new job; 16% fit DOL1-
definition of "unemployed." The most widely used method
of seeking employment was asking friends or relatives for
information and assistance.

Respondents frequently had at leat some non-
agricultural work experience, although interviews did not
record respondents' work histories. Of those surVoyed,-
14% of-those who had ever been employed had non-agricultu -al
employers for their most recent job. The remainder who
had agricultural employers usually had been employed by a
small grower,(4M. Other frequent agricultural employers
were crew leaders or labor comtractors (23%) and large
corporate growers (11%). Secordary and'tertiary employ s
(from part-time jobs on the side) were generally non-
agricultural, (Suhg-oup h

3



Bouseh ids with disabled members obtained an
average of 73% of their annual earned income from agricul-
tural work in the fields. (Subgroup b) They earned less
income from field work in 1972 than they did in 1970.
4. earned Lless incoMe, -nod more, and 2 -,, earned
about the same.

Of the partially disabled who held their jobs
only with some difficulty, 57% had employers who were
aware of their limiting conditions. However, only 18% of
their employers made allowances or adjustments in work
requirements in order to try to accommodate employees'
problems. (Derived from subgroups c and e.)

f those surveyed, 4%-of the employed disabled
respondents, and heads of households with disabled members

ubgroup h) were entitled to some kind of sickness and
sability benefits provided by employers, unions,

insurance, or some other soulfee. However, only one respondent
reported ever having successfully collected such benefits.

Education

averaged_ _

'of housoho..Lus with
completed high school
received by any respor

1 educational attainment in U.
years, among disaoled lospondents, an

'-abled members (subgroup g) . 2% had
which was the most formal education

t. 9% had between 9 and 11

-ols

years, and had les. than 9 years. (In Dr. Nagi's
sample, 16% of the disabled had more than a high school
education, 28% had completed high school, 25% had 9 to
11 years, and 31% had less than 9 years.)

f the Chicano resnondents in the subgroup,
reported receiving some formal education outside the
UnitedtSt

Vocational T aining

f subgroup g, 18% had been enrolled in a
vocational t aining program (other than ordinary public
schooling ). Of those ith such training, 39r.J received it
from gove- ri--_t-funded manpower development and training
programs, or similar public programs. 335 received their
from private business or secretarial schools.

Completion of Education and Training Programs

A s-all number _f resp_ldents w re asked

6 4



they had complet d the most recent education or train -g
program in which they had boon enrolled. About two-thirds
said no, citing_as principal reasons immediate economic
pressures and dissatisfaction with program content.

R s ttlement for Vocational Purposes

The dis bled, and heads of households with
disabled members, were asked if they would be willing
to relocate perman'ently if that were part of a training
plan that would enable them to have their ideal employ-
ment. Those surveyed, 41% said then/ would be willing to
move to another county, but wouldn't want to leave the
state; 27% said they would be willing to leave the state;
19% were unwilling to leave their home communities at
all; and 14% were undecided.

Respondents not willing to relocate ter-
state gave the following as their main res
32%5 did not want to leave areas where their r latives
lived; 16% felt their parents.would not approve. That
group included respondents who were married and had
their own children. 12; feared they would not liKe the
new community. Other -easons given included being
uncertain ,lbout really finding the desired employment,
and not finding enough people in the nw communities
who spoke the same language or who shared their culture.

uage Ability and Prcf-rence

About 60% of the sample was able to speak
EnTish. This included some bilingual respondents who
spoke English well enough to "give directions, seek
employment, or talk to someo e at the Social Security
office."

27% of those who spoke English said they
pefcrred to be counselled in some language other
Eriqlish.

About 80% of the sample was able to speak
Spanish. Nearly all (97%) of the Spanls aking named
Spanish as their language of prefrence for counselling
purposes.

When interviewed by IRA,
,ctod to be interviewed in Spani

of the sample



60

Awareness of VR and Other Service Programs

The target populat on (the di abled and their
families) appears unaware of vocational rehabilitation
services. _VR compared poorly with other kinds of serv_ce
programs, in terms of public awareness.

The best known kinds of service programs and
organizations wore USDA Food Stamps, the Social Securi y
Admin stration, and Local County and USDA Surplus Food
Commo ities programs. Results are summarized in
Table 6.

oil With Services

None of the sample had ever been in cont_ct
a v- -ational rehabili_ation program,44

Failure to contact service programs for which
they were probably eligible was not due simply to lack of
awareness. Of the above respondents, 19% said they
knew of one or more programs that might have helped them
with a problem they had, but they did not contact the
program.

Disabled persons gave a number of reaso_s for
not having received needed treatment or rehabilitation
services. The most frequently cited reason (43%) was
that they didn't know how to go about obtaining reha-
bilitation services, or that they didn't know such
services were available. The next moot frequently
cited reason (1350 concerned some kind of fear or
anxiety, such as not liking doctors or not being ea-
table about receiving services from an agency. Other
reasons cited were that they e%pected it would cost too
much; they couldn't take time away from work; transporta-
tion problems; other specified kinds of inconvenience;
expectations that they wouldn't qualify for available
services; they didn't think they needed any services or
that the condition would probably take care of itself
after awhile; they were unable to ask for services because
they were too sick or upset; and other reasons.

44
Attempts to augment the sample with randomly drawn farm

workers receiving yR services proved unfeasible. Another potential
source, R-300 data compiled by RSA, had only fragmentary data on faLm
workers, The "migrant" box was raroly checked by counsellors of
farm worker clients. What data are-available have not been cross--
tabulated by RSA. In addition, the R-300 definition of migrant did
not corro5ipond to the definition used in this report.

6 6



AWARENESS OF, APPIICiTIO FOR, AND
RECEIPT OF PUBLIC SERVICE

Kind o

Percent
aware of
services

ot those
aware

applied
fox c,ervicos

% of applicants
who recevcd
services

USDA Food Stamps 97 79 96

Soo al Secu 76 38

Surplus Food Coorncitios 71 69 100

Union Commun y Organiza-
tions of, by and for farm

,

workers 68 19 75

Unemployment Compensation 42 9

EmPloyment or
placement 57 53 56

Low-cost housIn , in lud-
ing public housin 57 18

Job training 53 19

Aid to the blind, or aid to
the di-ebled, including ATD 53

0E0 Commu Action Agen-
cies and d. pxograms 50 40

Workm compellc' 47

Aid to Fami ie with Depen-
dent Children: AFDC, ADC,
AFDC-U 43 23
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vice

ose
_rcent awa % of applicants

aware of who applied who received
services for services services

Programs for pension
disability benefit- paid
by employers or unions 39 17

Veterans Administration

LeqaD. aid societies
arm 32 40

e programs for sick -

39 10

and temporary
'lity benefits

Programs for pensions or
dIsability benefits for
government employees 32 10

Services which help
people f nd a home

b

Vocational rehabilitation

Base too sma

nd

estimate.

6 8
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Other Characteristics

Among households with di -bled men exs, 66% had
members under 13 years of age. In such households, the
average number of memb rs under 13 was 3.6.

2l of the households had additional meMbers living
with them on a temporary basis, that were not counted 'n the
average esti ated household size of 5.7 members.

Disabled respondents had cperfenced symptoms of
their causal condition an average of e1vcn years. The
distribution was shewed to the 2eft, with a median of 3-1/2
years and a mode of 3 years. Conditions had limited work
ability an average of 8 years, with a median of four years
and a mode of one year.

que _Ton.
Finally, s respondents zere ask d the foll

I would like you to think for a moment about
all the jobs you have ever thought about for
yourself. Imagine any training, education,
loans, or medical treatment you'obuad ase were
.m4do available to you. V/hat kind of work would
be best for you?

Ans ers are not tabulated, but a reading of sone of
the responses yielded the following. Respondents often
seemed resigned, but not content, about working as
seasonal farm workers, Some were annoyed or sarcastic
response to our quostiom or rebuked the interviewer for
suggesting such an unlik.gly opportunity. Others said they
would like,to return to non-agricultural eroloyment thoy had
once had. Examples were carpentry and auto mechanics. The
disabled often suggested work that was less physically deman -
ing, such as inspecting produce,*being a shopkeeper,-or, in
onecase, "any kind of work that lets The stay in the shade.'
Our unsystematic sampling of responses revealed no one who
would choose to remain a seasonal farm wor3er.



Factors Affec in- 'orvice DeliverK

Findings presented under this heading based
primarily on observations made by VR and other agency
personnel interviewed in the field. Some inconsistencies
and contradictions arise from differ noes of opinion =long
respondents.

liealth and Medical Services for Farm Workers

Farm wor -s' limited ac_ess to and use of,
nedic l and health services tends to reduce the nuMber
referred to VR by physicians. Target population members
are less likely to seek preventative care and treatment.
Physicians and hospitals tend to refuse to serve farm
workers because of fear of nonpayment. Those practi-;
tioners who do treat farm workers often don't believe
they should refer transient patients to VII.

Some counsellors feel.that physicians also tend
to cooperate less with VR when evaluating or treating
a farm worker VR client. Instances of delayed and incom-
plete diagnostic reports for such patients were cited.

Some counsellors reported that disabled farm
workers were more difficult to treat than most other
clients. Treatment was even more of a problem for clients
who intended to return to manual labor, Difficult-to-
treat disabilities iclude arthritisL crippling accide ts
with farm machinery, and brain damage from pesticides.
Multiple disorders among middLe aged clients -eemed to
preclude return to Manual labor.

Accurate medical evaluations were reported hard
to obtain in many cases, because of the multiplicity of
disabling synptoms, language barriers, lack of client'
sophistication about using medical services, and special
diagnostic problems posed by conunon conditions such
back trouble and poisoning.

Referral Sources

Most referrals to va are fron agencies that
generally don't serve farm workers. ENamples arc the
Social Security Administration, public assistance programs
(other than food commodities and food tamps), and
educational institutions.

In some states, state empl

0

-41 t security
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commission placement wo -:kers report_dly tend to restrict
farm workers to farm employment, without considering
them for other employment or referring them to agenci_
such as VR.

Counsellor5 with specialized case loads
PA/VR public assistance_oaseloads, Social Security
referrals, public offenders, high school referrals)
-almost never reported having farm workers on their
caseloads. Except for special migrant projects, farm

` workers were found only among general Ca5a lOadS

Some counsellors said farm workers are less
likely than other potential clients to self-re to VS,
elf referrals, when they did occur, appeared to be
the result of word-of-mouth information, rather than of
outreach activities of VII or other service programs.

Referral sources of farn workers varied wi
among dif erent CoMmunities. Counse_lors generally
ceived very few farm worker referrals (less than ten
per year) , except at VR offices with special migrant
programs.

Isolation from service programs th-
referred then te VR was sometimes attributed tç
worlan pride. Chkeanos were sai4 to resist being
dependent; accepting services without payment Was
felt to be degrading.

ave

Relations Between VII and Farm Volker Service Programs

Local programs serving migratory or seasonal
Workers usually do not refer disabled Clients to VR,
staff there wcre often unaware ef VR:f or know very little
about it.

Local programs eon
PUS Migrant Health projec
"Last Ye1lv4 Bus" D1DT COntra

for the study includ
ILIB grantees, IDOL

DOL "SER" jobs for
Progress offices, DOL-OIC pro7ects serving migrant
community organizations, unions arxd others.

Vh,lt referral patterns were found had u5ually
suited from I.Jro-existi-ng friendsilips between a staff

member and a VE counsellor. NO fOrmaL referral agroemQnts
e found between VR aad local prograMS orcjani:ec1 to
ye farm worl<ers.

Some PHS Ai-rant Health projects reportedly
tended to refer farm workers requ_
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A few instances of friction with migrant health projects
were reported, related to which age cy should bear treatment
costs of clients.

Farm wo_ker comMunity leaders are generally
unknown to VR staff. Such leaders generally told IRA they
would be willing to help locate -farm workers in need of
VR services.

Poverty

VR income maintenance ceilinc%3, such as maximums
of $30 per week for training stipends, ;-re said to be
insufficient to support families during rehabilitation.
Large family size is a facton Fa'zrr workers arc less
likely to have other resources neededwhile a wage earner
is reccving VR. This was said to -centribute to high
rates of failure to conplete rehabilitation case plans.
Rehabilitation was likely to be disrupted if a pDrtially
disabled wage earner found a harvest or other short-term
job opportunity, or if other household meMbers fe_41)
requiring. migration.

In addition, income maintenance costs ale
much higher per case thaa other types of training co ts.
In most offices, income maintenance was not budgeted
separately from other training expenses. Consequently,
counsellors were reluctant to spend llmited training
nenies to meet clients' income needs on any prolonged
basis. Several counsellors were proud of their reputa-
tions for keeping costs per case low, thereby spreading
train ng funds among more clients.

Other locally available income mainte_ -Ice pro-
gram§ often were unwilling to serve target clientele.
To the extent that such resources existed, they were often
under-utilized. F1.1mples were given of state/county
Welfare agencies ,:.sorting to a variety of bureaucratic
procedures to delay and cancel AFDC benefits for farm
worker VR clients every time a local harvest season rolled
around.

Differences Between Farm Workers and VR Staff

Few coun::lors felt there was a cisproportion-
ately high need among farm workers for VR services, Most
couns liors interviewed did not appear int,'rested in increas-
ing t e proportion of f-rm work rs on Lli case loads.
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Some counsellors insisted t at farm worker
cases were just as easy as others, posing no special
problems. Other counsellors felt that farm workers
were typically more difficult to work with.

Counsellors with cu_tural backgrounds similar
to that of their farm worker clients tended to see :such
cases as being more complex and difficult to serve
satisfactorily.

There was a need fox more bilingual staff.
Some felt that Spanish-speaking onunsellors were needed,
while others maintained that all they needed were
translators. A few maintained they could communicate
satisfactorily by gesturing, etc.

Some described farm workers as tending to be
undependable or irresponsible. Such counsellors sometimes
struck IRA staff as showing other signs of being
especially uninformed about the special needs and chara--
teristics of farm workers.

Some counsellors felt that the client's practice
of speaking Spanish at home was a liability liat impaired
vocational potential.

Some reported that mi a.nts' transient life-
style impaired their rehabilitation potential.

Often farm workers were reported to bo
superstitious.or fearful of doetors. Other counsellors
found fault instead with doctors' treatment of farm workers.

A few counsellors resented,programs for.,migrants,
saying that not enough emphasis was being placed on other
needy populations.

Sone felt that farm yorkers lacked oufficient
employment motivation.

. A few Spanish-speaking counsellors,
on the other hand, felt 'that migrants were often ,better
motivated than other clients. 90110 felt that settling out
adversely affected the motivation of some farm workers,
particularly if settling out increased de endence upon
public assistance programs.

Some counsellors criticized collcagueE: atti-
tudes towards farm workers. A few reportedly considered
length of local residence to be an eligibility factor.

Some counsellors considered minority group culture
to be a "socio-behavioral handicap."
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Limited Vocation l Options for Farm Workers

Lack of even a grade school education was said
to severely limit the rehabilitation potential of target
clients. Thi- was said to be especially true of older
clientele.

t was said to be dIfficult for target Clients
t0 leave seasonal agricultural work to accept alternative
employment when that meant leaving a way of life, with
associated friends,

. neighbors and oo-workers who shared
a common language, culture and identity.

Target clients who L!ft agriculture often ended
up being dependent upon some social service or income
maintenance agency.

Inadequate grasp of spoken and writte_ English
was said to be the most frequent barrier to emplorent
outside of seasonal agriculture.

Simple physical restoration and return to fa
was the most frequent objective for farm worker ca

rnia a I hemorrhoid repairs were especially frequent.

Counsellors rarely felt that decreasing employ
and earning opportunities in seasonal agricultural work
was a problem. Few counsellors were aware of the trend
at all. A few felt that farm workers ought to be encouraged
to remain in farm work until they were completely displaced
by machines. Some counsellors may have been influenced,by
public statements of local growers' associations concerning
their "need" for more-seasonal labor.

e-t

Some counsellors reported that the independence
and work habits zossociated with agricultural labor left
farm worker clientele especially unprcoared for the
more regimented patterns of commercial and industrial
employment. Special training emphasizing punctuality,
employer relations, etc., was recommended.

Nearly all counsellors considered return t
seasonal agricultural work to meet the yR definition of
rehabilitation. This was in spite of the sporadic nature
of farm work, such that the "rehabilitated" client might
not be employed the required GO or 90 days following
completion of the treatment plan.

Some counsellors routinely restrict ihe nuMber of
traini g options considered for farm worker clientele. E.g.,
"Unless Bnglish is spoken in the home, I don't send them to
Court Reporting School. . . . It's been proven too many
times that when Spanish is spoken they bomb out.

7
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--
-There was trequently an unmet need for adult

bas c education classes (ABE). This was especially true
of classes for the Spanish-speaking, along with bilingual
and bicultural edncation programs, and programs for
learning English as a second language (ESL).

Local projects to retrain farm workers, will
referral, training, and placement services, were rarely
contacted or used by VIZ counsellors. Some counseirors
criticized such programs as being Unsuitable for the
disabled, of poor quality, encouraging dependence with
excessive stipends, allowing re-enrollment, etc.

Geographic isolation and Mobility

In user areas, migrants qere less likely to be
referred to VR than other seasonal farm workers.

Counsellors in user areas are limited in the
amou t of services they can provide migrants, because of
the short time their clients remain in the area.

Both migrant and non-migratory farm workers are
often i olated from telephones, public or personal
transportaton, and even mail in some:cases. (Mit racy,
language differences, and suspicion of envelopes imprinted
with official agency letterheads also impede communication
by mail.) Many depend upon employers, crew leaders, or
working family members for transportation.

The better rehabilitation facilities are s id
to be in urban areas, far from farm workers' homes. Ma y
farm workers were said to be reluctant to leave their
communities or families in order to receive treatment or
training. Cultural norms sometimes prohibit leaving
unmarried daughters on their own, unless in the care of
a relative. Norms also sometimes require that family
members acco pany anyone who is hospitalized.

Normal Waits and Delays in the Rehabilitation Process

VR was often said to respond too slowly to
client needs. Some co nsellors believe that low income
clients, who have ler., confidence in the agency to begin
with, are more likely to lose interest or change
minds about rehabilitation plans during waits'or delays.
Examples of such waits and delays include waiting for
physicians who are slow to schedule examinations, waiting
for physicians to submit reports, waiting for approval
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of income mainteaance requests, waiting for the next session
of a training program to start, and wai ing for next year's
allocation of training funds.

Waits and delays are particularly difficult
for seasonal workers, who must interrupt everything to
help the family in the fields when earning opportunities
arise. Members of migratory families are frequently
obliged to leave the area in the middle of the case plan
if the, case cannot be completed before the next migration
season. Families often cannot afford to accommodate
rehabilitation plans during seasonal morl, periods.

-
Agency Priorities and Incentives for Counsellors

Many counsellors repo t that it is more diffic it
to achieve a successful closure (status 26) for farm worer
cases. The successful closure rate is usually said to
figure in employee evaluations and promotions. However,
no counsellors admitted exercising lattitude in eligibil ty
determinations to avoid serving farm workers.

The closure reporting system does not recognize
varying levels of effort per case. More mode t, less
costly, shoraor term rehabilitation plans are thereby
encouraged. This appears to encourage counsellors to
return disabled farm workers to seasonal agricultural
employment, rather than undertake more ambitious rehab ii-
tation plans for alternative occupations.

Rehabilitation of farm work- s for other employ-
ment is reported to he much more difficult and time-consuming
for the counsellor, and more costly for his agency, compared
to rehabilitation of other better educated and more
advantaged clientele. 'Such case plans for former farm workers
reduce the counsellor's total case load capacity, thereby
affecting closure rates.

Migratory client-, who must be transferred t_ a
counsellor in another community or state prevent
crediting a status 26 to the originating counsellor.
Many counsellors consider migra ion to indicate limi od
rehabilitation potential.

Pressures to keep average costs por.case low
work to discourage counsellors from developing vocational
options requiring basic education and extensive training
for farm workers. Ono source of such pressure is agency
guidelines and spending ceilings, reinfcrccd by supervisory
practices and info mai staff norms. Another souree of
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such pressure is the counsel 's desiLe to serve as many
clients a. po s ble with l±niitcd alloCations of training.
funds.

A few instances were reported of supervi ors
encouraging Spanish-speaking counsellors to accept up to
one-third of their caseloads with farm workers. It was
understood that resultant reduced closure rates would not
adversely affect the counsellor. In at least one instance,
the counsellor already had an above-average closure rate.

Informal procedures or guidelines for choosing
among referred persons eligible for \IR (given limited
agency resources) were not revealed. Official agency
policy of first-come, first-served was frequently cited.
However, references to counsellors' discretion were also
maCe.

Most counsellors e tin= ed that many or most
persons in the community eligible for VR would not
receive it. This was attr b ted to limited agency
resources and outreach. Except for new employees, all
counsellors felt their caseload was up to capacity, 'at
least.

Many counsellors seemed proud of the number of
difficult rehabilitations they had achieved, in spite of
agency incentives to work with easier cases. Some
reported resorting to "creaming" to compensate for
the amount of time spent on difficult rehabilitations.
Rehabilitations of farm workers for other occupations
were among some of the difficu t cases mentioned. ("Creaming":
Accepting and taking credit for clients that probably
had not needed VR services in order to find gainful
employment.)

Tests Used for Vocatiolal Evaluations

Standardized diagnostic techniques lack valid-
ty for farm workers, according to many counsellors.

Language barriers and illiteracy veue only part of the
problem. Some farm workers reportedly scored below zero
on a vocational aptitude test.

A few counsellors accepted test scores at
face value, even when scores failed to indicate any
vocational potential. Other counsellors continued to use
such test scores, because better wisossment tec niqUes
were unava lable.



Available Psychotherapy

Language differences impeded treatment of
clients with mental or emotional disabilities. The
practice of.some treatment professionals of using lay
translators may have impaired treatment.

Treatment professionals reportedly did not
successfully ta'ke into account cultural differences
between themselves .and farm worker clients, according
to some counsellors. An example cited was that of a
psychiatric consultant to a rural VIZ Office who was
trained. in New York, and who consistently diagnosed
Chicana women referred to him as being "sexually
repressed."

Current VR Proqrams for Farm Workers

Durin IRA's research, RSA had funded three
grantees with programs specifically intended to serve
disabled migratory farm workers. Those were the
Axizona Job College; a multi-service center in Nyssa,
Oregon; and a counselling and pre-vocational training
program in the Rio Grande Valley of Texas.

After IRA's research was completed, new funds
were made available under subsection 304(o) of the
Rehabilitation Act of 1973. Grants are presently
administered by five Assistant Regional Commissioners'
offices. Grantees reportedly are nine different state
VR agencies: California, Florida, Idaho, Oregon, New
Jersey, New York, Texas, and Wisconsin. Early estimate
are that first-year spending by grantees will exceed
the $685,000 minimum required by law. Grants typically
have three-year commitments.

Ar zona Job C llege

The Arizona Job College (AJC) in Casa Grande
is a residential rehabilitation and training center for
families which include agricultural workers. AJC is
described as providing a relatively intensiVe approach
to family rehabilitation.45 it provides a rehabilitation

ndenc
Washington, D.0

45

Mu p y, A izona Job Coll Defeatina the
Lice of Economic Opportunity:
1972) , p. 5.
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miliek as le. 1_1 as a comprehensive range of specific
_

counse ling, training and treatment services. It also
treats families' dysfunctional attitudes and traditions
not suited to rehabilitation objectives,

Pre-Vocational Training for Handicapped Migrants

The Texas Rehabilitat en Commlssion (TRC) office
located in Pharr was the sitc of a demonstration-expansion
project to improve effectiveness of VR-services to
migrants. The office was located centrally in the Rio
Grande Valley, which comprises the largest migrant hem
base area:in the nation. The Pharr office, even before
the project, had significant numbers of target clientele,
although not necessarily all migrants. The service area
of the office has a population which is over 85% Spanish-
speaking, and has over 50% of its popLC-tien eligible for
0E0 services by reason of low-income. The main employer
is agricultu e and related industries, and much of the
emp oyment is seasonal.

The project involved two bilingual Chicano
counsellors who specialized in migrant c ses referred
th ough normal channels. (Many of the other counsell rs

the office, and all of the supportive ta f, were also
bilingual.) In addition to the training resourccs
ormally available to all the counsellors, the migrant
specialists were able to refer migrant clients to
pre-vocational training classes taught by Spanish-speaking
instructors employed for that purpose by TRC_. The classes
were said to include instruction in grooming and appearance,
attitudes and work habits, along with Other fundamentals.

There w s conflicting information about whether
the project was still funded exclu ,vely for migrants
at the time of the interviews. In any ease, staff
interviewed tended to foci the program should be availa- e
at least to all low-income SPanish-speaking clientele,
rather than just migrants. The wider population they
wished te serve generally conformed to the operational
definition of the target population used by this IRA Study.
In any case, the project's narrower definition of "migrants
did not appear to be rigidly applied in actual practice.
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7LUSIONS

Some ammo"-, iaracteristics of DIsabled Farm Workers

Disabled seasonal a ricultural workers appe
likely to be either suffering from a work accident, or
from the multiple cumulative symptoms of a career of
manual labor. The former is likely to involve farm
machinery mishaps, falls fron' ladders, poisonings, and
other-such accidents.

Middle-aged and older workers shoving cumula-
tive symptoms may often be more difficult to treat. Some
clients simply need a hernia repair. But a dispropor-
tionate number of disabled farm workers suffer from a
combination of problems such as arthritis, vaguely
defined back and leg pain, and high blood pressure.
Clients' lack of medical sophistication, plus language

. differences, will likely impede thorough diagnosis
and treatment.

Di= _bled women often have the same proble s.
Others are troubled by hernias and other effects of
their ab-- -averagn number of prognncies and untreated
complications at births. Thoy are also more likely to
describe themselves as being in need 'chotherapy
or counselling, provided conventional

. Js are
aVoided.

Other disabled, irrespectrvc of age, are
limited by the effects of untreated congenital and
other chronic health rp:oblems. The effects of pro-
longed isolation from health and medical services a
manife ted in a variety of problems, including unme
needs for eyeglasses and dental work.

Handicapped farm workers are usually not totally
disabled. However, their prouctivity as manual workers
is sufficiently imp ired to substantiallyreduce earning
capacity.

An alert and skillful couns llor.may often
discover other partially disabled household members, in
addition to his farm worker client. IRA's respondents
were found more likely to conceal disabling symptoms
than to feign them.
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A target client will almost always be poor,
by both 0E0 stdndards, and usually also be USDA Food
Stamp and AFDC eligibility standards. Clients are
likely to have received USDA Food Stamps or surplus food
commodities distribution services. The client is not
likely to have received any other services. Part of
the reason is ignorance of programs for which he is
eligible. Other frequent reasons are legislated
exclusions from eligibility, discrimination due to local
community attitudes, the client's pride or distrust
or enxiety, and employer pressure not to seek services.

Partial disability, and low household income,
together tend to discourage completion of rehabilita-
tion services. Families often can ill afford to lose
the services of one of its wage earners, regardless
of the amount earned. Treatment and training may notonly mean hort-term loss of wages from the client
member, but disruption of work schedules of other
members as well. Providing transportation to appoint-
ments, standing traditional vigil at far-away hospitalsduring inpatient --eatment, and delay or canCellation
of migration itineraries, all threaten to wreak additionaleconomic hardships on families that have little or noreserves. Reha -ation programs appear to have begun
in Many cases without families fully realizirg at the
outset the amount o' time and personal costs involved.

pending upon the locality, there is a very
go a ehalec that the client's primary languag
be Spanish Of those who speak Spanish, 50,',5 of tho e
speak little if any English. Those who do speak
English ma'y not he sufficiently proficient in Engli-for effective counselling.

It is common for target households or members
to permaIontly move away from their home communities
or home base. A frequent pattern is re-location from
the South to some northern community, close to both
agriculture and industry, perhaps close to relatives,
or near a site where one used to work as a migrant.

Recently re-located or ettled-out families
frequently have family members wlo aro highly motivated,but arc experiencing overwhelmingly difficult adjustmentproblems, Work may be harder to find than expected,
the cost of living may be higher, the weather colder
and fuel bills higher. Housing may be hard to find, and
the locLIl community may have hostile elements. Some-
times parents or relatives back "home" are depending
on the resettled family for,'income. Attempts to settle
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out "upstream" often fail, in spite of greater earning
opportunities than in SOuthern'home bases. Relocation
attempts are somet mes repeated.

The targ t client frequently has very limited
qualifications for commercial and indurial employ-
ment. However, he may not be as limited as conventional
measures suggest. For example, the client with a
fourth-grade education, limited English ability and
ne-formar-vocational education, might nevertheless
have the aptitude and basic skills needed to be an
excellent engine mechanic. While unable to read
manuals or receive instruction in a.GM diesel certi
cation.program, he might have had extensive experience
supplementing agricultural earnings by overhauling
neighbors' automobile.engines. If asked by a counsellor
to list his previous mplovers, he probably wouldn't
mention that experience.

His limited eduoation ouldn't su gest
limited intellectual potential. More likely it
represents the combined result of economic pres ures
al,d family beliefs during childhood, and lack of
encouragement or outright discrimination by school
officials." Immigrantn: may have received some educati n
outside the United States.

The counsellor may nee- to look into unfamiliar
job markets in order to rehabilitate a farm worker.
The target client may have potential for permanent,
full-time agricultural employment. Agricultural
rechanization has 'been creating_ now kinds of jobs
requiring training. Training a4reements might be
explored .with corporate agricultural producers and
universities which have been spearheading the movement
toward mechanization. Other occupations should be
explored. For example, agricultural .alspector, althou
seasonally employed, are often well p-id.

4

Eductiti. n Stu
he Public

U.S. Commisoion on Civil Pagnt,
Roport Isola -n_
l_s WOS

2

iCan-A
:7an-A



Barriers to Success ful Rehabilitation

Disabled fnrm workers are relatively unlikely
to come in contact with VR services. Those farm workers
who do become VR clients tend to benefit less from VR
services.

Successful closure of farm worker VR cases can
be variously defined. Most counsellors with farm worker
clients define successful closure in terms of "status 26"
requirements, in which the client is placed in satis-
factory employment lasting beyond some specified time.
Some counsellors report that farl'A -orker client cases
are less likely to achieve statu 26 eloures.

Use of the statu, 26 criterion may mask lower
degrees of SUCce8 with farm workers than with other
\TR clientele. Counsellors report that most farm worker
clients achieving status 26 have been provided wi'
medical treatment or restoration services, and th
returned to farm work without receiving vocational
training or related services. The client reportedly
accedes easily to plans to return to farm work. However,
farm workers sampled by IRA would havc preferied to
pursue a different vocation.

Clients who actually prefer to return to
farm work are usually unaware of labor market trends
in agriculture. Recent projections suggest continued
shrinkage of toe seasona Labor market due to crop
mechanization and other Inbar displacing technology.
If a counsellor doesn't explore alternative training
and vocational plans for the disabled farm worker during
case planning, ha might be doing his client a disservice,
in spite of the client's stated preference for farm
work. Development of vocational alternatives is often
made very difficult by farm workers' needs for basic
education and other long-term training. But both

,?
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counsellor and client often fail to realize that return
to farm work will mean increasing unemployment, under--
employment, and shrinking individual earnjings.

Successful rehabilitation is a matter of
degree, as opposed to the "all or nothing' character
of status 26. if the status 26 closure rate for farm
workers were known, it might exaggerate the effective-
ness of VR services provided sueh clients, relative
to other VR clientele. In any case, closure data on
farm workers cannot be derived from available case
records.

Special characteristics of the farm worR__
population, leading to disparities in VR service
delivery and effectiveness, are summarized in tecrms

. of ton "barriers" to successful rehabilitation.

1. Inadcguatccheal:th and medical services
for mignatorv encl. soasoncl agricultural workers.c

_P-arm workers limited access to and use of medical and
health services tends to reduce the number of referrals
by physicians to VR. Some counsellors feel that physi-
cians also tend to co-oporate loss with VE.when evalua-
ting or treating a farm worker VR client.

2. Lack of other adencv service.5 for the
target po'aulation. A' '!ough farm worlwrs u eligible
for a number of scrv -ogral-,1 they are s likely
to make contact or r H services from a ;ies
that normally refer r

3. Lack of interadoncv referrals hctwoon
and ordaniz.ations croviCinq :rervcos t0 the target_
peOulation. Programs serving prlinarily faom workers have
little or no contact with VR, even though referral,
training, treatment or placement aqrccmc,rts could be
developed. Examples found were PITS Migrant Health projects,
EDA-III-il grantees, DOL "Last Yellow Eus" MDTA contractors,
DOL "SER" Jobs for Progress offices, DOL-OIC projects
serving migrants, community organizations, unions, and
others.*

4. Lack of hlancial resources among the
target norlulation to absorb rehabilitation costsc The
average annual earnings of the households xivith disabled
members in IRA's sample was $2,953, yield:Lily a per

DOL (u.s. Dept. of Labor) programn for farm workers
have nince been reorganized, and wmc havc been dil=1 Anued.
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capltn earned income of $518. Tho average total annual
household income was '7.;3,767, the difference being pro-
vided hy income transfer payments programs mich as APDC,
and miscellaneous sources. (In-kind employmont benefits,
and voucher subsidy programs such as food stamps, are
excluded.) Pal=ticipation of a family member in .

plan typically imposes special costs on the farm worker
household, principally in the form of lost wages by the
client and others who provide the client's transportation
or forgo migration during rehabilitation. Temporary
loss of the client's services in the home (e.g., child
care) are among other such costs. ignoring such costs
during ease planning may contribute to farm worker clienls'
high attrition rate.

5. Language_ and cultura_l differences between
the target population and staff. Insufficient under-_ _
standing between counsellors and farm worker clientele
is suggested by high attrition, and by discrepancies
between IPA survey findings and counsellors' impressions
of clients. Most counsdliors of farm work_ers are
unable to speak those cli nts native language. 8090 of
the farm workers intervied by IPA spoke Spanish, and
4n spoke almost no English. Counsellors' lack of
information on farm workers' social, cultural, employment
and financial background appears to-impede succol, ;ful
rehabilitation.

6. Shortage of appropriate training programs
for taroct clientele. Formai education of farm w:Irkers
sampled averaged 3.4 years. 2% had high school diplomas.
Appropriate training resouzces wero lacking in communities
with local concentrations of farm workers. Needed
resources include bilingual adult basic education
programs, other bilingual-bicultural instruction, programs
teaching PrIlish as a second la.-.guage, and pro-vocational
instruc.A.o:. concerning conventional we'!:k habits and
employment nJrms in non-agricultural adustry and commerce.

7. Geographic isolation and_mobilitv of the
target population. The f.irm worker population is fre-
quently distributed along rural farm roads, or concen-
trated in rural colonies, or residing in temporary field
camps. Disabled farm workers frequently do not have access
to personal or public transportation. The immediate
financial needs describ:'d above, along with high unemploy-
ment rates at horce 1:(ASO areas (estimated at 1V6),
encourage seasonal migration in search of work. Migration
is likely to occur even at the expense of service delivery
conOnuity-and associated long-range benefits.
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8. Normal waits_and dela , rebabilita7_
tion process. Casus which last into periods of -Seasenal
empf6ymunt are more lfl'suly to be lost, particularly if
training or treatment is not actually in progress when
tho season starts. This is especially true of house-
holds that must migiatu in order to find seasonal employ-
ment.

9. Administrativo disincentivos_for maximup_
rehabilitation af ylreet cljentole. Counsellors generally
are quite awite of federal an state agency interest in
recording the most rehabilitations per unit of agency
expenditure. Counsollors striyo to maintain favorable
status 26 closure rates, nld to limit the averago direct
cost elmenditure por ca by their agency. The impact of
those incentives on recruitment of disabled farm worker
clientele, and on eligibility determinations for farm
workers, is not clear. Some counsellors do believe
iarm workers to bo more difficult to rehabilitate in
terms of s..r,tus 26 recluirements. Local social attitudes
and intofa!,oncy rel.-..tienships also appear to discourage
or prevent som counsellors from serving disabled farm
workers.

planning for eligible farm workers is
clearly !Te'el. by counsellors' cost consciousness.
Counsellors usuativ perceive C erily feasible vocational
objective to be return to farm work. More ambitious
training plans aro often felt to be prohibitively costly,
given farm worlxrsi limited fermal education and other
special charactorist_cs. Counsellors' decisions to
rehabilitate clients by returning them to the fields are
sometimes encouraged 'f,v other factors, such as m
motion about the farm labor markot, misund(irstanding of
clients' aspirations, lack of suitable training resources,
local social attitudes, and difficulLi in counselling
farm worl,:r.s.

10. Limits of resources offorod by the behavioral
sclenco.dnd PsYcnetherapeuti.eart5.. Psycnometric
diagnostic instrume.nLs frequently are not valid for voca-
tional evaluation of farm workers. Also, ln of tho
dienbled in IP,A's sample reported emotional or related
problems; farm workers' culture and language mako treatment
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Policy Considera Aons

Taret Population Priority-- Present VR policy
is that farm workers ar.i! just 1L, entitled to VR services
as other people, and that farm workers are- evaluated and
served on an individual basis without special considera-
tion of their farm worker status. However, the state/
federal VR program has not generally accommodated the
special needs of dlsobled farm workers, and service
deliver ,iers 'x.) farm workers have resulted. Congress
hns sho . interest in ,,he srJecial needs of disabled
farm wor;, ,, but no clear mandate presently exists te
provide equitable VR service delivery to them. IRA did
not e:,,plore any possible. legal implications of present
service delivery disparities. It appears that the
relative priority of disabled farm workers is an issue
that remains to be settled.

Present VR emphasis on serving severely dis-
abled clients could either enhance or hinder services to
the farm worker population, depending up,:,n how severity
were defined. However, emphasis-on the ,severely dis-
abled is unlikely to increase services to farm workers,
unless accompanied by a program to reduce the service
delivery barriers described above.

Eligibiyity Requirements-- Counsellors uniformly
state that a clien is elicrble for VR if he has (1) a
disability which (2) poses a substantial handicap to
employment, and (3) the client is likely,to achieve
gainful ernployment ns a result of VR services. Interpreta-
tion of eiigihility requirements varies from case to
case and from counsellor to counsellor. 745L of the dis-
abled heads of household in IRA's sample were partially
disabled; i.e., their productivity in ehe fields was
substantiall- limited by a disability, but they continued
to eng-age I '-'d work. At least some counsellors
already CO:- '11.1ch disabilities to qualify under
provision )%70. IRA used that interpretation when
estimating . :lumber of farm workers eligible for VR.

Farm Worker Status-- Presently migrating field
workers constituted a subgroup within IRA's sample. The
remainder of the sample consisted of other kinds of
seasonal agricultural workers or members of their immediate
househole.;. Included were migrants and others who were
urrently unemployed in agriculture, but had engaged in

seasonal work within the last five years. Practically
all were low income.

8 7
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The above-average disability rates, and the
special population characteristics relate0 to VR service
delivery barriers (except mobility) charaCterized the
entire sample. Non-migrant farm workers included in
IRA's sample need special VR services lust.as much
as migrants do (except for accommodation of seasonal
mobility). The proportion of the target population that
is not currently migrating may increase as crop
mechanization increases.

Defining Rehabilitation-- Given seasonal
agricultural labor market shrinkage, the long-term earnin_
potential of many farm worker clientele M.i4L be higher
if they were trained for other vocations, instead of being
rehabilitated to return to farm work. In such cases,
VR can offer different degrees of rehabilitation, which
the current status 26 statistics do not measure. Increased
VR emphasis on preparina farm workers for other occupa-
tions w'uld be nor consistent with current DOL farm
worker program priL lties.

ServicOs to Non-Disahled Family Members._ _
7Increased family counselling, referrals u I tomily

members to other services, and involvement of the family
in client rehabilitation and planning, all might work to
reduce attrition and unsatsifactory closure rates.
Current legislation allows transportation expense reim-
bursement and other services to non-disabled family
membors, ar least for farm work e -s s e rveE ander special
migrant VR monies. ne legislation appears ambiguous
about wheher incomo maintenance and training services
might x:lso be i..-?Rtended to non-disnbled
diabled farm worl:cr's immediate family.- Such a licy
would enhance the ?Long-term benefits, of VR to the
disabled 'farm \orkor client. The policy might also
reduce case attrition, and increase the ljelihecd ef
successful rehabilitaticn of the disabled Lamm worker
client.

1?1-1_eincinqi),roqr,7;m:;_to Reduce 5cryce Delivery
Barriers-- VR services- to---farMeitil-.'d
be Lomplished either through reallocation of existing
general program monies spent by certain state VR agencies,
or by providing special purpose grants or other earmarked
"90-10" grants. While some states have made an effort to
hire more Spanish-speaking counsellors, voluntary
reallocation of general program monies by The states
appears unlikely.

The most feasible funding mechanism appears
to be federal grants under section 304 of the Rehabilita-
tion Act of 1973. RSA could reallocate 304 monies, to
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increase grants author zed by sub-section 304(c). Given
present authorization, and assuming future appropriations
at least at pesent levels, RSA may allocate up to
$5,000,000 per year for 304(c) grants to states. This
compares with $735,000 actually allocated by RSA for
this purpose in FY 1974. (The legally required miniam
allo i $685,000.)

Congress.Lonal action co ld increase the am-u
of 304 money RSA is required to spend under 304(c),
if they increased..thc presently required 5,:5 earMarking
level. A general increase in 304 appropriations would,
of course, also increase minimum required spending under
suh-sction 304(c). However, to be most effective, the
initicLive to expand A4(c) services to farm worker
probably needs to come from within the (Iministration
itself.

State 304(c) gr-nte' micjht be induced or
required to continue farm worl: service projects with
general program monies, following termination of the
90-10 grant period. This and other aspects of a nat onal
expansion effort might be better accomplished if 304(c)
grants were administered and monitored centcally by a
program specir,list in Washington, D.C., irstead of being
delegated out to Assi tant Regional Commille
offices.

Po dations

The following recommendations assume that cost-
effectiveness and equity considerations wuld make
increased rehahilitations of handicapped farm workers
a desirable goal, given present levels of appropria-
tions to RSA and state VR agencies. Further study to
test that assumption is recommended.

Recommended Federal Policy

Numerical goals for farm worker ca e closures
shoul- be set for state VR agencies, based on the
national farm worker population distribution. Farm worke
with partial disabilities should be included within
,existing eligibility criteria. Farm workers would be
defined to include any members of a household in which
someone had engaged in seasonal agricultural employment
within the past five years, .subject to household income
restrictio--
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Emphasis should be plaeed on vocations -Lalib,j
client aouseholds to settle out of the seasonal
force. Continued emphasis should also be placed
workers wiLli no feasible potential for other voc,ThLF,
provided that such unfeasibility is clearly ostaLlishe
by c6reful investigation of vocational alternatives.

Non-disahlod members f disabled farm workers'
household!, !dlould be held eligible for a variety of VR-
provid-,_!e !,ervices, including family social work,
referlri Lo -.,ther services, income maintenance, training,
placer: ud, le relocation assistance.. Legislative
research possiblo ection may be required to enable
provision of such services. Training and placement
services to non-disab)ed family members may not be clearly
authorizod fly existing 3aw. Possible use of VE funds
(other than those authorized under section 304(c))
for family services in general also needs to be reviewed
in light of current legislation.

c,0EAJI Objectives for RSA

1. Provide central co-ordina:ion of grants
to expand_services 'to farm workers, using c ,2 services
of a qualified program specialist.

2. Adjust incentives implicit in tho present
R-00 r,Torting system, to encourage states to expand
services to farm workers.

3. Provide training and technical assistance
tervices to states undertaking projects to expand service
delivery to farm workers.

4. Facilitate interoffice and interstate case-
work services.

E. Encourage colleges c,d universities to
recruit qualified minority students for training E.
rehabilitation counsellors.

6. Evaluate various expansion strategies
undertaken by 304(c) grantees, and disseminate findings
and implications for practice to affected state agencies.
Add to the variety of st:7ategies tested through addi-
tional research and demonstration activities.

7. Designate personnel to refine and recommend
action on the policies and service delivery system
recommended nerein.

90



Suqqetc1 Obiectives for .=_ _ _ te V1 Agencies

1. Establish research and monstration
priori 1,s. to test strat jLes zo expand services to
disabled tarm workers.

sezvi es,
pa .terns

2. Establish 1 general priority for expanding
eluding ruuerical goals based on population
farm workers.

3. Collect ease sLLi specifically
concerning seivices to farm workers,

trajn
abilit

4. Develek, special personnel policies,
and recruitment programs, to develop agency
_o rehabilitate farm workers.

5. Develop a state planning uni
local ser ice units serv ng local f- work
tions.

to plan
p pula-

6. Budget func_ specifically for trai ing
and other case expenses of farm workers, disperse
separatel from othvr funds.

7. Develop advisory structures to assist
with planning and overseeing service delivery to farm
worker communities.

A ,ervic ivery tero for Farm lo

The following elnient.s of a service delivery
;stem are proposed for RSA's consideration and further

study. The plan assumes that the preceding policy
recommendations would he adopted by RSA.

The system would be nati- al 3n scove. it
would coflsist mainly of units within selected state VR
agencies. In addition, there would be a unit within
RSA, a group -of Outreach Units operated by local farm
worker service orcjanizations a national telephone
referral unit.

The system would be finnc.cc1 i
y co-onlir ted series of grants a

ally !--)y a
rized under
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subsection 3 4(c) of the Rehabilitation Act of 1913.
Grant awards would be contingent upon commitments by
state agencies to continue their projects with general
program monies after grant funds ran out. Other sources
of funds might be required to support the RSA unit and
the national telephone referral unit, depending upon
int r retati of existing legislation.

RSA Farm Wor

following:

it
of the unit would include the

Solicit and process applications, an
award grants to state VR agencies, t,

initiate participation in the farm wo .

s6rvico delivery system

Solicit and process apieations, and
award grants to local farm worker service
organ zations, to function as OuLroach
Units

(e) Monitor and eval ate grantee perfo mance,
and renew grants accordingly.

Provide information and technical ass_
tance services to grantees and other
qualified disal led farm wcr.-ker service
projects.

Co-ordin,-,to with other
and agencies.

ral programs

(f) Recor=end program an'd policy modifications,
including legislatAv- difications.

The un t staff would include a.qualified farm
worker program specialist. Technical assistance and :field
evaluation services would be contracted out to the extent
required.

ing.

T.nning Unit

Functions Tf the unit would include the folio

(a) Plan and conduct
establish Local
farm workel.

9 2

asibility studies to
-vice Units for disabl
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(b) Develop sorvice co-ordination agreements
with local farm worker service organizations
to operate Outreach Units.

(c) Develop grant applications for Local Service
Units i'ind Outreach Units.

(d) Hire train Local Ser_ _ce Unit staff.

(e) Prow velopment of local, regional or
1-1c4 resources for disabled

workel-:, to the extent such resources
ar .14-kin,i for Local Service Units.

f mojY1-nr report on activities of Local
Servioo Units

Local Service Unit: User/Se-7,tling-o t Sites

User/settling-out sites are typicall.y vnral
and semi-urban areas where the agricultural work force
is augmented by seasonal migrants from other areas. Included
'would be northern and midwestern states (e.g., Michigan,
New.Jersey, Oregon, and others) , as well as certain
regions within some southern and western states (e.g.,
California, North Carolina, Texas and others) . (C.f.
Appendix A.) At user sites, most of the target popula-
tion resides there temporarily, anywhere from a couple
of weeks te a couple of months or more. 'Often, some
of that trsient pop7:)aticn attempts tO settle cut of
the migran, r47ream, t become permanent residents of
the user al-';. Punctio of the Local Serviec Unit would
include the o)..owng.

(a) increase referrals of disabled farm
workers to local VR officep;.

OA Accept or assist with cascs in progr
referred by VR offices in other communit_
or states.

(o) Durin,-J peak --)opulation seasons: provide
evaluaLion and initial case planning or
counselling services to recently referred
farm workers.

(d) During peak population seasons: provide
limited short-term treatment services,
to the extent that clients' immediate
earning opportunities are not imi,.ired.

9 3
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(e) ring peak population seasons: provide
referrals to VR facilities in migrants'
home base communities, or in communities
along major stops in migrants' seasonal
itineraries.

(f) During pedk population seasons: explore
with 'ransient farm worker clients the
possibility of settling out locally,
as part of an alternativo case plan.

Immediately after peak population _ ons:
provide short-tern treatment services to
transient clientele willing to delay
leaving; provide- referrals to VR
facilities in migrants' home base
communities, or in communities along
major stops in the itinerary, to provide
for follow-up vocational training and
placement service--

(h) Duri off-seasons: provide counselling,
planning, treatment, training, and
social services to settling out and
other local seasonal agricultural workers
and their. nilies.

Dur.ng ofi-6easons: promote developmeTt
of needd training facilities for

worker.; in co-orOinataion
with othel mit,/ .:Jements.

Outreach, recru] ment, evaluation and social
servi. es would be delivered in co-ordina ion with an
Outreach Unit. The Local Service Unit wouidbc' staffed
by especially qualified and trained VR counsellor(s).
Social services would be provd by an especially
gualif:.ed and trained social worker, either on staff or
on consultantship, or on the staff 0:: the Outreach Unit.
The counsellor would be housed 7fasonably close to the
target population, probably at either a VR office or
at the ,ffices of the Outreach Unit. Qualified
receptionist services would be providcd. The counsellor(s)
would be supervisod both by tho local VT: supervisor and
by the State Plnning Unit. The Local Service Unit would'
have a special budget for training and income maintenance
expens of farm worker casos.
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Local Service Unit: nome illse Sites

Home base sites have both _-migrating seasonal
workers, arid migrants who stay home during off seasons.
Major home bases aro located in Arizona, California,
Florida, New Mexico, Puerto Rico and Teas. Settling out
of seasonal farm work in home bases occurs two ways:
alternative local omp)oyment is found, or thc household
(all or part) out-migrates permanently LL anotl
community with the hope of finding employment. home
bases are characterized by high structural unemployment
and poverty. Functions of the Local Service Unit would
include the following.

Increase referrals of disabled farm
workers-to local VR offices.

Accept or assist with cases in prog,L:cE
referred by VR offices in other communities
or stater.

During local work sea ns: provide
evaluation and initial case planning
counselling services to farm worker
referrals,

During local work Seas 97 provide
limited short-,term treatment services
to the e>ltent that immediate earning
oppotunitics are not impaired.

.During off-se (e.g., certain winter
periods) : provide counselling, planninc,
treatment, training, and social service
to migrant clientele whi_le they arc at
home and out of work.

During pciei of seasonal out-nigration:
provide such services to non-migrating
farm worker clientele.

During periods of s 7sona- out-migration.
promote development of needed training
facilities for disabled farm wcrker!,,
in co-ordi ation with other cm:sunity
el lents.

(h) To the c'tent that neede_ train
facilities will not be provided e is-
work with the State Planning,Unit to
develop VR-operated training programs
Well suited to the needs of disabled farm
workers. (E.g., pre-vocational training.)
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Co-ordinate with .
nfl ices in other

communities or stitei, to arrange
training or placement for olient
wishing to out-migrate permanently.

ldlnjrLstrativc arrangements w-uld be similar to those for
units scrvinc user/settling-out sites.

Outreach Unit: Local F rm worker Service Organizatio

The Outreach Ur t could be operated 'by a local
migrant service agency or incorporated community organi-
zation, or by the local VR office. The former would
likely require lower costs per case, and would provide
a useful degree of flexibility in Promoting locally-
needed training facilities for disabled farm workers.
Functions of the Outreach Unit would in ludo the
following.

Prelimina.y screening at farm worier
population sites to detect farm work'
apparently eligible for W.', services.

(b) Preliminary informat oh and counselling
services to appatent y eligible farm
workers.

(o) Authorization and arrangement of medical'
evaluations of apparently eligible
farm workers.

(d) Referral to the Local Service Unit.

Prevision of transpor.ation service
as needed.

(f) Optional: provision of social services
and family counselling and referral services,
in.co-ordination w:;th the Local Service
Unit.

(g ) Optional: provision ef evaluation and,
when anthotazed by the Local Service Unit,
selected treatment ser (E.g., the
Outreach Unit might be operated by a NIS
migrant health project grantee.)

Promotion, advoca_., or organization of
needed training resources sYdLable for
disabled farm workers.



T::1(.. (hit 1 1_10 i ivil i ./),,11,-.1 1,0 ('(,--

(-31di (:], wi ( 11()!;,, (11 t

n I c7r) / :; '11.:11/ 1(1 ),',` :;1`t (ill ;111 :111/11111 A, !1(` I'.;(,)11./

1 r ;. 1 ' 1-.11 II. (",/1-111.I! 1 ():1: .111)-1(' t 1-.(i

np|o/'v./| 110, it- l' I 11..;1 irld I i - Kirit

t,v 1 11,, Pf;.: tit ft, 71! ti It1 f.-)11

With fl 1%-",1 1, Hit 1-( '1114' 1; I ,It

it F,1; ,t W, tI 11, Cir I i i:1,1 1:(-_,r ly

, , r. I I I 0 ); I I 1 0

cy- 10 1 ;
:;

v21)0! 1).-1. t'. 1)7 I I

it)li i,rj 'rt. f_11.` 12 in'
1,111 I 11,V' 1 : (-; 11-(i 1,1 i 11.Hitiw

1 i) f ri ;4, h( 1:j
fly 11),, 1,, ,j 11,1:

Pphofict Un t

Th(! 1111i LI !; t,./cuil in(-. 11(10,.

t_y :yiryd c,',-'11,,Y0!'. 10 r ) ,rind t-.-

t idv)11(' ct! (WAI ';;) d )__! rwi ] i,m-q1,

with (ill(' tA_Y1 !)11010 y Lo ull

tri-Lt ,c,Dr1; 1 r1 11'1*(1;1:11 1 L:if r C-7y)11:1'..; 0. 11 ()I' , Th0
(T];.dit_0.t.] 0;h:1-PH 01 1_110 dr, it]. oat) 0 pcIrt- ci ])0-
tincif f; IC 1 )11,; 4, )4, ',.11L, :;,11 Fkjeptiol-
Re [o_r 111 t 17,1(io thv ] j

(a) uorl:nr elHerif in re-
deljvc:y, NArticu.arLy

aft.or th,ey have reloca.

(b) i cl 4J/)Lu in Oh tcii.11.--
t v f -1:nm

iicp..ric (1,iyinu r,

V:: Li. e i c_ntLerc7c-cicy

food arid i Cci ruf cxr,,

Pruvido follow-up ocrvicnx for such
reforris, with Lhe :-Iht,aneQ of VR
stiaff in the cl].(,/nL' arca.

(a) Compilc and naintain a natiowil rc-ferral
director,/ of VR officet;, also identifying
Local Servic Unil-.A; and Outreach Unit5.;

of Lilo fam worker VR sorvice delivery
syriten.

(o) Compilo and maintain a arocLory of
cnergency and oLhor non-VR services for
farm workers. (had on illforwItion
obtaininable frm the Juaro7.-Lincoln
migrant: program aild other programs and
agencios).
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IkNulatly din:;cminate updated directories
to Local ..,ervice Units and Outreach
Unitn of the farm worher Vk servici::!
delivery system.

Assist counsellorn in maintaining follow-
kup conMct with farm worher clients.

Reconqa-n(led

Traininq of (:_oussellorn. soxving 1 isable(1

worhers shoolcl e)vor the following points and sug(jestions.
Thee aro hasee.. 1,nrcicxly an recommndations frau a namlJur
of counsellorH intoxviewo for fhis study. Some of
these nLly ntriko counsellors as cy,neral principlos
appli,cable to othi'r clients, too. The reader should
remember, however, that each of thcne recommended
practices is, onpecially important wixen counselling faxm
worker clientelo.

1. Become f,mlnliar with tliol locn1 scasonal_

farm worker posiai:ion, its characteristics end_its
_ _ . . _

needs.
Talk to local coirmunity organi2ors, 1ders,

and miqrant scrvico pro,jram nt_aff. Learn about local
population fluctuations, peak seasons, origin, working
conditions, liEentylen, and special problems.

2. Develop per nsonal cotacts in other aaencics_
having contact_With th.e_ La rqct population.

_Encourage usual sources of referraln,
such as physicians and public assistance workers, to
refer nore disabled farn workers.

Develop contacts with such organizations
as the following that serve farm workers in your area.

EQ1-III-13 grantees, and other Communitv
Action Acjencies such as those formerly
funded hy OEO.

DOL-funded programs, such an the National
Migrant Farm rker Pregram C "Last Yellow
Bus") MDFTIVE&D contractors.

NIS Vignant Health pro jects.

9 8
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Church organizations, stiHt as the Migrant
Ministry, dna Catholic diocosan programs
for the Spdnish-speaking.

United Farm WorI:ers' Union.

ESEA-TiLle 1-"3igrant Amendment" programs
in the public schools, such migrant
summer schciols, er schools ina.rtici:,ating
in the National Migrant. Record Trdnfer
System funJod hy

0E0 Rural Legal Assistance or legal aid
project2-i.

Jobs ler Progrem Inc. ("Pojeet SIM")
funded by 1.01_,, or hy local or county
revenue sharing.

Community oicmiations and community
loaderl-,., with farm wolAcrs among their
contituents.

BOA Miqrant Head Start grantees funded
by OCD

Rural manpower si=!rices of the state
employment security commission or state
employment service.

Adult Dasie Education progrLms.

IDOL-funded pre,srdms such as CEP's, NDTA
projects, and OIC's serve major
settling-out areas.

3. Involve .theLentire fami3v or household in
relabilitation plannine for the client.

. _

hours.
This may require home visits during evening

Be sure to involve extended family members
(grandparent!=i, etc.) who normally participate in
family decisions.

Work to gain the cenfideace and support
of the head of the house, if that person is not in
fact your official client. 'This may help prevent
unexpected departures by your client.

9 9



Try to No.qide other to the fhmily.
Mahe olhcr 501-110.:!:-.; for t.,:hich they appeilr

proVirlc fo-JJ.... -up advocacy aL Lho
Prohe for othor Morn_Lwrtl ronsihly Vn. To
the o',J('IlL pc!rillitAod by your ac-ncy, prcrAde Lfnjning and
placeinen Lo

Ohtoin Hss:Ht_an(. hn nood,.(1 from a qu?-11ified
family flecial wor%or,

4 shro t rami 1 II ib_1( r (.1:;

IWO o h.], o!. b- p

r,otentihl eobf_lict with
work and piL.th for mig2:atien.

Explore alternatives to Ifligration, such
as having the client n:,--,,m)ber of the family zomuin behind
with a trusted relativc.

Schedulo long-term trainihg or treatment
plans around harvests and other employmont seasonn.

Accte the rehabilitation plan as much
as pes:,Iihic (although nee0le8s1',/ ncrifictng
occupational alternatives for the client).

5. Recognize and trcy to QdSe oconolvic hard-
. _ _ . _ _ . _ _ _ . _ . . _ . _ _ _

ships that rehabil7:,..tat.:'._en mtg_ht temporaxti imuo5a upon
tho client's f8milv.

Learn how the client hms 1..)er.m coritriLmLincj
incomo or sorvicen to the honeh-J1d helping in
the fields, providing chila care).

lielp other fnmily memhrs obtain higher
wages, better employment, or (if necessary) income
maintenance services AFDC-U, yR, ::_-;ocial security,

BOA-III-13 emergency food and medical Eorviees).

Explore traininci programs with ntiponds.

Evlo re w th the f am iv. the T---)os ty

of resettli ng ntr) otHc-r. _Inc or ter. hc:1-er
labor market:-I.

Consider such strateglesJ to be part of the
Aon plan. To the extent allowed by your
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agorwy, nfl!;it. wit.h i -lorotion training

moniu ahd ,Lny otiwr avail.dble

You nay find th,dL Comily hod alfoddy
been conicloring 5nch a

Rordrch feaHlci.1 carofully. Conder
impcict. on Lho toLal fdmily c:,arn'1;q n()L

the potpntial earnincjs of yc.Air

r,ocuro. thr erdopnrLi.c,n cd VR or other
in thL, pro:;p:!CLiVe !.;(1ddLld -out. arca.

alort for conplicationn, uc.:11 an

ext.end family Lio:-.; t n 1 econmic intrdepecnco in
the prciant. hon.) coromunity.

Work to 11o1p arranw honninq, joh placewTit,

social -lervieF-T., or other assisUince, in the prosiwetive

settlo-out area,

7. tinderst:avd.th problemn
with \lor( evaluatir}n rind di arnlostlr unPci iy
VR.

B. Refer_to=1-iea2J1)1 Troct.i.tii-Iner:-.;. with adociudto

1aa9uacfc-I f;i 1 is iti1 cul turd-, ti vi Lv.

Consider thoir "track record" iI the farm
worker community. Use mcdical cont-:,ultants to find
suitable physicians, psychiatrists, and other prictitioners.

9. Maintain fTroquent _contact vith_micTratoTy
and c)tLflr frIrm worker clientelt3.

Secure the assistance of case ar;istantn
and other -Iclincies in maintaining contact: with the client

family

Remain alert to unforseen problomn or
doubts (--s-zperic2nced 1..)y Lho cliont or his family, and try
to resolve then before the client: disappears on you.

Don't depend upon mail, or on telophonoL:
that are not in the client'l> home!.

access
Seek legal as5itance if necessary to gain

nigrant camps.
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)4! !',11re thr, 1'111 L11()Wl; 111

L011(711 1;i. 11 ynu, 11cr-,!; LO I f.',C.71.", ' (Ir 7(H-1,

Arr4no.J0 m 1.) I I 11.(i11,11 10111flI fIt'../7V1

iIt your ol i( . 1'.111.! 11(:'1"1111 1)I1' y(Au- u;4;
n I 0 CI 1 Ord 1.11.`11. *../7011 U!,:111 1(_7(!k-TI; C011 Orli I (-)',;(i

vtyLiculJrly ho

10. For innliuihl- w--kpr 10.4..(-1-r.11';,

farm loc1-1`.0 tw: w

1-0 d 11 ! 1 icy:7
i.1!; l'cl!

.

111-H), c.t-trof v (-or vc.)vti i nn.-; 1 r.,1; i 1 !W.

(11) t) d h :

iti _
Don't bc! Inti(!d hy ;111)(,rficidl olopiont

hi:Ttori, limited formdi oduc,tti(in, or ,;(;orei; on

sLandardied ai_xjnotic tcff;t:-;.

22. Exolore voction,11 aitc,rnotiv tn farn

Don't routinoly Lumum that Lirm v]orr!';
needing !,:inple treotment Fwrvice:; bo Lo

fjc.cm volt. Conf--,ider current zInd
labo!- m:-Irkot Lic2n0,;, .111.-:1 your clicnt'c y,..!ar-round
cap:Acity.

The client Inv h;Ave alreddy atinImed
return tD wor the on'iv vncaLiollal
F:ncourag? him to explore othor fc:loihtc qpillf-; with 1,:on,

guat:; requiring bw;ic educ(7tLan
trainihl.

Ddn't be mii,;led by lo(.71 growors' problonlf:1
with spot labor shortages. Consid0r larger tConc]s du
terms of Lhe future welire of your clienL.

11. SchPrin 1 o nrn 1-11-7'.1er I- :7,, 1-- ,T)

wltn earning activics r.!..110nt ind 0thiir 1-ow;ohnld
.

Meriber.

Arronge t7_, work .110xibl0 hours.

Be alert to costs i..-liposod on clionW
fimillies icy trnnsportatioN to app0inent:1, time awly from
work, imposition upon present employers, etc. Provide
or reimburse for transporL,ition.

I 0 2



1.4. OrigInato and tran!J(,r foi traw;ient
_

Arran(lo with your !mprvi!;or to h qivon

crediL for cx;rwark not c.:,..pecLed Lc) l(!ad La a L.,Latm;

26 clu!;nro |or yollr Otfic;,.

Facilitato ca!-; tran::for:; La oliwr

commoniLio:; or nttAto!;, pri)vidiloj totlow-up contact t()

a:n; ro f;crvi co cont.+ nui ty.

Pcrrorm many al fly71)

i'volultiowl and inih.,J

varationt

clionLt; on how
it tho_y lflavo, irronp,-(:Livo of wha

ctil yon
Lht,7 :;av their planf.,

if you reccive a trolv;for, dou'l )repcaf
evaluations or oihcfr timc-con5uming eligibility and
planning procudnren alrpady accompli.ihorJ hy thc F.)evionf;

counelinr. Conta(.t the proviou::1 counellor to coordinaLo
sorvice (lolivery. (Check for conflicting agency regulation1;.)

15. Set an informal qu'.-Ja of farm workor
_ _ _ _ = =

rohabllitationr1 f:ar vow: caseload ill co-operatIou with

Set informal quotr,is for Loth farm workr11

returned to farm work and farm worker!-; rotrained for
occuiwiLiomi.

kevlew with your t,;upervinor
r.aLef; for ch u caGeload.

() 3
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A1"11.:NIA X A

e;incill Ti\L NI If; 'IN 'I'll I: UNITE') S'FATES

COVH111S rcpfm.f. Alf ly 01; y1r01 5, 4 014 ALIiLtit 11.11;,1 .nrin No.iwokkitir;

/AMU V' NIA 1,01r1 :3 111A I ill 111 I (f.1, to f.1;10 H) 10, mt A61.3 Al 0..0 61i 1 ;9 N I

1067 63

SIAP 1 i+3 ceunly

A1.041344'

1o131

Nt,.11H1

hrnr I. ":rd
youoty

N,111,1.1 1l ilL (.4

D,itv l 16,311.A etcp !,03036
1910 of. y

iirrIlA in 1, LO'r 740 1,45 lune 1... I.13y 11 July 1,

Ilarloor.. 140 149 . . .. .

Cotito.lo .., 115 115 f11y 10 Apt, 25 4o1.93 1.

110 14d
361 . . .

Pe Kjib 440 eil Jul; 18 July 1- Any. 70.

I sea m to 9/7 0/7 ...... , .........., .

119 119 . .. .

Holly ....... . 233 763 . .. ... , . .... , .....

trlobdo 100 101 , ........ , . .. .

14;5s-11_ 143 143 ...... ......
I use3103,- Tr, 311, 3763

. . . ..Waoloitprl..... . .. . . , . . . lel 161 ..... ,.. ...... .. -

ittio,lina:

5, 381 3. 069 2,331

7. 103 36? 1;69. 'ir.rno 15-.. _ ... )3n: I-Pec. 31.

2, ES/ 2, 83.'

Varitopo. .. ... ...... 16,671 1G. 0,00) 6,671 Noy, 30.... Do.

2, Fi?
4, 137 3, 76? 375 Noy 15... .. Do

hoof .
20. 00) 15, 010 5.14,09 frov, 3). . , Do

9, COU 4, 744 5.356 lune 16_ LIo.

£1.214 41. 030' 19,111 .

Atkmos14'.
370 Aug. 31.... May -Sep . .

175 125 . ......,.... .. ! -

I I c In wo e .3 I .. .... 500 . .. . ... . 500
100 101
275 775 July 16 . fe1.3y 15 Nov. I 5

lohnon, .... . . . . ... . 338 .. .k - .. 333 ... .do. ., . 101y 1.July 31,

I illIc Do,er. 175 140 ......... , .

4.11,3%o.411 .., 309 .. ... , . 300 Sel.I 39 ..--,y11 15 -Nj4,1 15

(15 .... .. _ .. . 075 . , ,tlo . 613i 15 No'. 1 5

875 Moy 10 Apr. 20- 613y 25

Viathoneloo 315 109 275 .... . . , .

WhIle.... .,.. . .
4,210 .. , _ .. _ . 4,200 Mu/ 10 Do

1,331 617 7,714

I, C17 ...,. , . 1.037 Cc!, 16, . Jon, 1 Dee, 31.

1, 817 NI 1.611 Aue. 2, ... i .... , . 00.
Coluse. . 618 ..... . 618 Se61_ 11_, .. Do,

Contra 6601o._ CIO . .._ .. . 640 O 16 , Do.a
366 101 175 Aug 7i1.... luly 76-Feb 71

71,1,i) I, 072 2.),5:1, SW I, , Do

Cleno.., 767 74.7 , , Oo.

InircriaL 13, C19 10, 737 7,31? .11 rt 3.1_ 03.
.. . i5,9i0 I, 1f.4 13 . (t!,' low,. :1, . Oo

7, 311 1, (A7 1,2:3 V.,:li ;1_ ..,_ IN.
1,1818 cia 1.151 094 71_ .. . Do.

Uri efes. 3, 3(6 1, 93E 431 Ped,-, 2)_ Do,

Ste loolnolc; al end of 1,401e, ry 113



collyi? it r 4I7 hi'.(1111C A..81(111 1111031 15

1A511 i Of PI 1e111"415 11441 I 111 E edi).5A 1 t 1(1111 1r I) IOW tri. 1111

1967 Eci.twu

Aw Nrukiv,-01;KINc,

WPM 101141 uti

14uoitcrf sp.111

11.111' nil 103k Crop5111e ond County

C.IllIoroll

loOrl
in (twit'', I

111!,1i

!Mu cou'lly

MO r,i 3,750 3.250
Void C1',i
'Yen 1i:c ill 1_41'1 817
Neund 7,20'1 I 7, U VI

tomicic , 317 317
Pc, IV' Pf .. 6,510 41)1 0,129

I, Irm 1:8 /1.11

(II ,11,'1, 1,1'.1
11..scer 6:1 I91 .1'.9

101%er8lic 7.0 -0 2, 1i)t. 4 471
Sor1F,11P1mto 1.191 101 I.' 1

Sin 4.033 4,0 -)
50r111(q1-,Iiir.1 7.71! 1 15 / 1, 0)5

4.29; .1 d:5 359
5 or 13,021 1,977 II, 0'1-
Son I W.. 072 701 471

SAri 4 -1 4,0
5.1.0 I, NI 4'4 I 511
51171) col) 4, (") 3.',I)
Sor.I4 (Ai?. 3. I. 354 7.5'1?
5'4' i du 314 338.

2.-/50 2.7`.,3
Som rt o 7,574 7, CO
Statim,iu5 4_ 0.}:, 1.1 `I; 3,531
SulIct

..
6, 0.30 5.501 59 i

Ietorna
luhre.,

933
7.451

..., . . .,
101

938
7,7 irl

Verituro 6. "iO3 765 5,414, . . ..
192 7,E i4

Yuthl 4.000 197 3J5.3

Total., 177,077 13,5-5 113,

ColoNifty.
511?5 655
100 50 50

1,492
Bent 153 . 153

(Loulder 251 251

Corticd:, 700 100 100

Co11911. 440 100 340
100 101

344 . ... . . 341

VoIntes . , . 305
%no 536 . . . 535

1111 C0t40n .... . .. . .. . 1.1,E5 453
'Lorimer._ 959 9 -51 5')

1,381 Iii 593
2.377 315 2,Ct,1

IiIontezoolo 233 239
orittroc 718 . ?IF

l'Aorzon 1.61? . 1,817
Oteio. 511 167 1/
Proy.ers 268 ?CA

Pueth.., 193 . 198
Rio Coombe. 211 68 153

Saguoche 136 57 81

Sedry.ick.. 4/7 471
4,6'_'d

Yur1W. .. 730 230

Tont, . . . 19,370 3,818 15, 537

Condeetirmr
fool (Id...-. 611 , .. Cal
tortiord, 6,179 6,109
litchlicli,,,_, Cif' 61.9

Middle$ex 1.709 .. 1,209
New 1411,c11., gyj tol
New tenilc.n .,
tellond.. . . . , ..... . . .. .... .

609

I. ILI . .

699
1,10'1

WiOdlioni &Col) . _....... . ._ 60

Total..

Se 1 !doles oi

.

l.1rIe, p 113

11,012 11,677

I 0

Sep! 11 luly 76 I et) 71

Aim', 70 . r_ii.

do, I. Oct- 31

Ocl 15. 11,1

July 71
Ati,, ,,I

A 0,., 1

1 i!, 71

1L.,, 11
I dy 71
51.o 2/
July 1/
1.1iie 1,, ie
July 71 (90

115,i 21 Lio

.11.110 /,`, Do
A:I,. ,1 ())
Oct 9 Lic
Oct. 21 Lie

Sin,. t 11 0 d

tole, 70 Or
AL .; I I. .4 .t, 9-lid 20
Al,i, 78. . J 1 tin- IL

Ad 71 11 lice 31

50.y 72 0901

bine Yrs, Be
5not I Bo

(Ju II

Aug 7 Do

Aue 15. jd tiny 15
Oct 15.... Of.r. 1-1i4-yi. 15
(ut I 513y 15 Oct 31.
Aug. 31 c 15- Ott, 15.
June 33....
OJot. 15...,... Apr, 15 Noy. 15.

Oo.

July 39 Ilmy ?V Oct. 29.
....do , ItilY 15- Oct. 5

Aug. IS lI 20 0c1 1.

June 15 514o 10 -1olj
.do....., 517Ei. 1-5 er. t 30,.do...., rAo Joie 2).

Sncl 7 51.my Oc .18

July 33.. I:41y 15 MI. 15
hr..: 15.. 5')y 15 101.e 15,
June I . IAN 1 1;1.,1.

hug r 371 Or,t, 31
June 1, 511, 15 -Sept. 33,
Sept 15 Do.
Oct. I . June Oct 70_

.dr1 Do
Juno 15.., MAy 1- Idly 31.

do. QC! 31.
June I, , IilAy I iLoy. I.

Aug I 1-0c1. I.

,. ..do... .. Bo.
.. ..9o. . . t.tlr, 1-Sept.
, .. ... .. ,

AuE 1 ...., 111 ( 1.0a. I.
_... _ . , . _ . ....



COUNT If S HAVIIK; APITox Im At Fiy leo or? mimf !-,f 4.51--,r;AL ro^,rro::41-1,10At WORli[115 AND NONWORKING
17114115 01 Pl rilqrs 11I !HA!
19(7 Eg Cantu-lard

111111 17.1168A11 0 rift), CJII Ili5IJU , IN, lop AILI.A Al 50146 I'd 011111111;

Number Iuii.Fr Estifil3ICd '41.111 of
Stale and courtly Total horite-hased

in COUnly
ollipoilin; Date of peok Ciep season

tOunly 2

Delaware:
Kent I. 575 . .. . _... .. .. I, 575 July 31 Apr. 30-Oct 31,
tley-casfle... .. -. .- ... --- . -- - -

1, 185 .... 1,185 Moy 31 Do.
Sussex 740 7401 July 31., . . Do.

Tolal. 3, 503 3,500

Florida:
I, 500 . . . , 1,531 May 31 Apr Ir., Iuly 15

Bro.ard. 43 433 Ik.c 1h Oct 15 -1.1.,./ sl
Broward. . . ... ... .... ... 1i., 100 12, 070 4, 6,1 fe,; 2S 1.DI I Dee 11

Charlotte . .. .. _ ._ ..=. _ 9313 936 Apr 33 Do
Colher 13,(0 ) 6,1 )) 0,1 i ilo Do.
Dade, 21. 564 II, Cr'20 17,1J, sn 31 Do

811 611 1,,y I5. Oct 1- %I ly 31
1 loyler . _ I, 261 713 51-si ,,,y II Oct 33 61 le 31
Glades__ ., . , . = .._ 4,775 861 3,411 CI -1 9 . .. . JP' 1-D...c 31

Hardee_ I, £111 1,1.21 ...I 51... OCT I. July ?1
Hendry., . 4 213 0,1 3,411 vb. 24........ Jan I -Des. 31
Dirrh1,1ruk . .. ;1,4'31 7,975 525 an 11._ . 0:1 I-Joly 31
H1;10,0+,001_ . 431 434 do. Ost, I hLr
Indian 80.er 30? 307 do 01 I-June 15
Lake I, 710 1,710 De: 31. , . Oct I= heL 31
Lee 11, 000 3,750 7,750 Apr. 30.. jun I Des jil
Manatee_ ,, 5,900 900 5,600 f.aay IS, Oct 1-61ay 1

Mar ion 167 167 Apr. 30 . Apr. 1 lone jO.
I. 135 71 1,115 Jun 31 ._. Oct. I -Juue IO

Dranpe.._ .. . .. . ,. I1, 003 9, 0,4 1 010 Fe5 15 . . Jan I Din. 31,
Puirli i;e3Ch. 33. 9/1 70,971 10, s 4 JO 28 Jan. I-July 10
ro18.., ......... 6.303 3, 0)9 3, 3,0 Jun 31_ Oct 1-luly 31
Putnam., . . 1.261 719 512 May 31._ . Oct. 30 may 31.
St Johns, 277 277 _ilo Do.
SI. Lucie 8.335 5,475 7.531 Jun 31_... . Ost. I lune 15.
Suraola. 2, 500 530 2,0,0 Moy 15., . Oct i (.3at 31
Seminole . . . 13, 10) 12, 553 (.0) May 31._ Ost I-161y 15
Sumter.,........_ _. . .._.... _. 193 193 Der 31 Oct 1- hop, 31.

Union_.,... 190 19) lday 3l. . Apr. 15-July i.5.
Voluth,. . ....... ........ .. ... ... 1,4E3 ....... . ...., 1,483 ,do Oct. I-Juiy 15.

Total.... ...... _ . ... ...
Georgia:

Elibh
Cotec

169, 173 92,014

701
133

77.159

201
133
110 110

Doughetty,___-- 143 143 , ... .... . ..
fullOu 433 438 ,..,.... . . ..
Peach . . . .. ..... ....._ 157
Ware. .... .............,....,..,. 141 141

Total.= . . 1,723 1,210 110

475 .. . . 135

Idaho:
Ado. . . _ . _ _ 145 .... . 145
Bannock..., : 488 105 383
Deny-Nub._ 313 31134 .,..........
[Witham_ 950 W.), 815
Donneyipe,. 495

560 - 560
Canyon_ 3,481 ... , 3,481

310 '
1,750 .,...= .... . - 1,750

rimore 444 . . 441

Franklin 675 ...... ... 675
1,560 1,$0.3

Cooltng, 197 . , . 197

Jefferson.. ..... 455 495
Jerome...... . . . . . __,........,..,. 485 485
Lewis...,....,. . .... = .. .. . . ........ 318 318. . ..

.. .Madison..... . _ 737 237

Minicloko._ 2,700 2,700
Nei Puce_ 396 185 211

Owyhee. 634 .. . . .. 634

See footnotes at end of tuble. p. 113

I 0 6

f ..

June IS.. May 19-Oct. 19-
.. . . .... .. ..
. .. .. . _..

-

July 1. thy I-Dec

Aug. 17 lune 1-01, 1
Done 15_ Moy 1-0c1..10.

. ,. ... ...
0:1 15,, Muy 20-Nov. 33
lune 10 May 15-01 25
0:1. 15 Moy 70-0cl 30
May 18 .. . .. Apr. I-Dec. 1

lune 20 Moy I5-act 31
Oct. 15 Moy 1244e,,i, 19
AuR. 17. Apr, 10-Nor 1

lune 20. Mo. 113-Sot 1

June 25 lune 10-15ov I

Mat 15 May I-- luRe 16
June 10 May 15-Oci 25
lune 28 May 15-Noy. I-

fu1y 7 Nay 15-July I
jurir: 16 M,Iy 1S-0:1. 30
July 21 June 16 -Aut 15.
May 18.... . . f O. 15-0c1. 30.

101
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COOro ll 5 tirivirit; Applio,!!...A P.Icwr 5r,17ILDE I lis7A1
1 roi NOTIY11.11181Nr1

nrolu 1111-1 ti III?, I 1111i117 fond, ,11D 0, 017 171HD111 111, Ira Alit A A 1 ',DM! IUl,1l DUHINU
1061- 66 Continued

Stale and county

Indiana Conl.nued
Tipton
Wato II .. . _ ..
Wells

TOM,

OtA

.............. Ia

1 via'.
Cedar...
Cerro tonto .., . .

1n).(1
Frani..hp
Glumly

. .. _ ... . . ..
. .... . ...

Kos737Lti....
louisa
Moscalinv
Scott

Worth

To6A.

Ka naa s:
Finney 555 150 405 July 1 May-1 Aug, 31
Grant_ 1071 June 28 hlay 15-Aug 70.
Greeley 296
fiaAell 103 1 )
Iceatny 186 1 As July 1 May 15-Aug, 30.
Aleode,... 103 109
Scull 255 255
seyoref 100
Shel:lrn 771 t7)? July 7 May 10-Srapt. I_s4eden 287 . 771 June 73 May 10-Aug. 20.Steven,. 100 100Wellam. ......... 722 723 July 6 .1ay 11-Sept. I.
Wiehlta 755 125 130 July 3 .1,!ay 17-Aup 75,
Wyandeptle.., . .. _.._ 1, 037 301 736 June 15.. . . May I--Oct. 30,

Nurntier ripplher intimated apon of
home-11.m) nlio,130,.. Odle of 13!-1k Crop ..w.r,on

in county 1 into 7uue
z

601 801 Sept. 10 I-Oct. 15.
359 359 Sept. 11 Do.
419 '419 Supt. 3., .. 11a.

770
lip

103
96

89

725
525
163
Al
45

11,375

710 Aug. 1-30, .,11,1ay 1-Sept 30.
118

103
96
48
89
35 ..

2/5 Aeg I 30 Do.
5:". .dp. . r. 15-Nipt 0
18L1 .... ...

81

46

Total 4,937 576 4,301
=

Kentuckv:
Garlialo 403 403 Mgy 25., . . ... May 10-June 10.trickmai 403 403 .da Do,
1$irrif,le _ _ 120 120 July 15., .. . . . Juoe 1-July 15.

Total 920 926

Louisiana!
Assuntplion 315 340 Nov. 1 Sept, 5-Dec. 31.
CadaL .. 116 116
Oil Ea lou 1%uge 116
tafourehe 504
livinoloa _ 410
Dueauta 145
tiapides _ 160
St, Charles..

. - ...... .. 126 176 v. 1 Sept. IS,Dec 31.st. James .. ..... . _ _ .. 378 378 . .do . Sept. 15 -Jan. 7.SI. John the flJp;10..... .... .. - 169 1E9 . . do. . Sept. 15 Dec. 31.t. lanimaPy.......,.. 108 108
Torchon"e- 315 15 Noy, I Aug, 10 -Crec. 31.
Tani, ipahoa. 3,400 000 2 Apr. 15 Apr. I-Mai 11
Wasnington 148

..

148
.

504 NOY I Aug 75 Dec 51
410 Apr, Apr. I-May 13.

145
IGO

Total 6,473 I, G05 4.8G3

Maine;
Aroostook 1,200 1,200
Penoto.r.ot 350 200 ro) .. ..... . ..
Pisc4laouit 150 150
Somerset 150 1.,0
Wasbini ton 200

1o1,11. 2,050
-...-_-.-_ -

See fotnolc, ol end of table,

200

400 1,650

0 8

103
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IFAM ILE D (Plert_y(fil S. NAT E INIER MC RAT ED Ij 10, OR U L5lD L U ra, 114 E. II EA Al WM( NINE DURING
3937-41- Continued

Slit. And coamIy Total

Maryland:

Wiconnicro.

MamehUsetts:
Ca instable- . _,..._ -...

Ha:Ara/lin,. , ,

-, ....-
Norfolk_ ,.... ,. _,..
Plyolbutt.--._. - - .

Michigan:

_ --- - - -.

. ,_

_ .....

- - - . -.

410

1 .410

1:0
300

IS
212

4-19

100

324

1?4

415

I .111
3.30

103

5,E00

317

I, II?
114

6, OD

Cheboygan....

Grand I r averse

17, 413

Li other tfun-brf tstirnal e0 span 01
tonle.based et/favor bat a of Peak. Clota season
la county 1 inrgyunly,

110 Aug-. 1$ , lune IS .9c0t. IS.
I -140 July- - Apr. 18 -Nov. 70

170 .()(1, 31.
930 May Il. , Ms r,1 5 -Nov 30.
(I0 Juy 11_ _ lent 1- Noe. 1.

300 July* 31_ Ap t, 15 -Soul 50.

95 Ott. IS. _ lune 15 Nov. 1 5
212 10 se I S _ Ma y 15 A. 15.
KS) Aug IS _ Juno 15 .0e1. 31,

. .. . Apr 1-Got. 31.
_ . . ...

?A Aug . IS . .... - Ape, 1-rlor 15,
18 42 14 _ June I- Nov.15

1 . co.
.....,. I. 42 juji 31. _ ..,. , Ma y I-5ert. 15.

72 Aug IS- . . - Apr. 1-7.loy. 30..... EC

41 Sept 30-- 30 -Nov. I S.
24 Ott 1 .., y 15- 00.15

211

1. 500
10. 31? i;6b0

512 -I.
III

fArnat oo.... . I. en
il6
710

Lee loots
. 8, CO

I, 311
4, 31?

1, 211
.331

lAipi DAC

MO nlealrri ...
klonlfnor ".

36

763

272 .
I, 30

2. 170 dog 31 . 10,1 y 15 -N07.1 5
117 Jule IS _ Juno 20 Aug. IS

1.91? Aug 10._ June 73 .111.1 3 0
I/4 luiy 11 lor I, AL.n 2=3

661 . do, May 20 Sect :0
7.470 Jule 23 . June IS -Nov 5

11 /17 lune IS Ma y 10 No
, 160 do, . , Mai 1O-Stpl 30

317 _.
743 Aug. 11_ /Os/ 10- WI 1 5

I , 500
C. 312 Jury .. Our 10-0:1 3 4,

3(2 July 31, lu- e 5 -Sert. 15
Ng floe 30 -,,, Aue 10
116 July Ii, e 15 No u 5
917 Aug, 15. lune 30 No: 5

I. $00 do, Jov 70 Iepl 1 5
141 Aui 10, 10,0 3) A ; 1.

210 lune 30. __,. June 10
99G Sept_ 30..,. lulse 10 Nov 5
210 Sep! 1u1 e 0,..t 1 I

I. 511 July 31,_ EO 00.25.
610 Sept 31 A. 15- Oct EC

4, 312 My .25.. _ , June 1-l4o." 5

3. 231 . do.. June 5-- Oct 15
3)8 541 1S..... Any- 15- ow S.
215 July 111,_ _ , July 20 -:"u; 1E'

211 luly 15 -Seel 15

SIR S7E4 15. May 15 -rioy 5

I. CIO Aug IS, lune 20- Nov 3-

711 .... . 71$ Aug. IS, , ,, July 1$ Oil, )5
219 . 219 Aug 31, , , Joy 10 nit 10.

Oak Ind. E.,. ,. _, . ,....,, - 229 , 215 5Ni 30. . .... Aug. 15- Nu.i. S.,.. 5,510 5, 510 July 25 _ , May IS Ott. 31.
4,500 iii 3, 717 Aug, 31, . ,,,. lune 1, Nov S.

Presque is.le..... ,.... _ , .. . -,, . . ,,.. . 341 .
Sapiti3w. _, 3,000 7,000 3, 001 June 15, . ,. May 20-501.20,
SI, CCU .. , . ,..., - -. - -"- - - 301 ,,,, _ . 304 July 31 E .. lune 10 !seri. 15
SI. Jole(ia.,..... ,., . ,..- .. - - , - 5,80 Julie 15, , .. lune 1..11.4ly 20
Sanilio_ .... .,, ,.,. -: .: 1,2G5 ..., I, 7U5 July :al. . .. May 20- Soo 00.
Shia ,54sse e,.. . .... .,- -........ 1 11 ..., , I I/ Ertle, 31_ Aur 31.-,1t. 10,

TuscoI4 .,,. .,.. - - ..,. - ..,, . I,? Ill _ -.., , ,. I, 711 I une LI,. . Noy :0S to ?a
Von Ilureni........ .. - ,.. , ..... ., 3010 , . .,,oa , ,. thy 1 0,71 Qv, 15.
Wiy ot _ _,..._ .., .,,_ _._ ...,_ E61 10 i 0 ,.

91,2 1 3 14.41

See loo1nole s 41 _I
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COUNT 1E5 11 Ay IT: APPITAXI?1T (EY 1)0 00 MORE SEA riAL ACRICUL TURAL WORKERS AND NON WORK INC

FAMILY DEPE EN TS NAT EITHER ntIGRA HU INTO, OH RisiDED iti, IIIL AREA AT SOME POIN I DUR ING

196741Contmuli

Mate and county Total

Minnesota :
Anoka_
0,E Stone. 97

Cronr 50

Gni ppeoia 40

fari5ault..
lietborn......

1.157

976
109

. 602
lee qui Pear 13

116
Martin 63
Ileekc 50

101
423

1,757
Reehold , 143

GI?
41

Steele.. 317
244
III

. ... .

/Woe

Total

,.
50.

1,750

Mississippi:
Alcoin 153

289
I 05
I 30

CoaAorna.......-.. . . . . 727
125

lOriest...............__ 111
El)

Ilarilson.....,........ .,.... ,..... 104
40i

Ileums,. . ........... 311

liudcedale... . - .. .................. 215
901

lowndet..._ .. _ ..... . 310
287

Monroe.......- ... .. . . . 312
1 53

1Unllossir..................- - ..- .. - 501

lunca 115

Wi,h,,tton.............._ ...
304
337
435

Total_ .. 6,203

Misseuri;

tatayelle.
1, In

I. 512

Nevi Woi
Pernistot,
Serail

BCG

Tout,

Nunibr tilumbei
Nebntd Date ot pea
an (aunty II Int° (Ow t.!

.

.

74
97 ...

slimated spin 01
Crop season

40 lune 25 .. Moy 3I-July 2G.
I. 157 .. _ June 2-00. 25

223 fa .1y 31 iLly
986 June 11_ May 10-Oct. 25.
103 . ... ,..
602 June uly 16_

13

1316 June 2 .. _... June 7-Oet. 25.
61 . ..

423 iune i5....._ Do.
1,757 do. Do.

143 ..... . _:......
612 June 25.. 31-July 26.

312 lune.25 ... _ _. M of 10-3uly 12
244 .....do_.. _ . . May 31Juiy 26

14

0 June 25_ June 2-3 I

99

S. 250

153 .... ......... . . .......
7811 .

130 ........ ... . . .
227 ..... ... ... . .......
175 . .., . . ,

III ,

. .... ...

330 .
787
342 ,, ..
153 . -- . . .... .. ..
501
115

3t; ::::::-:..--::. .. :-.......--....... .._.. _ ..... ....
435 ............. ............

. . ._ ..

4,200 218 June 15... May 1-4111y 15
278 Sept IS....... Aug 200i1 10

1 . i6o 34? cht. ft_.... may 1 5-l4 oy , 15.
7,400 570 June IS__ ... Du,
1900 ... ., .. .

115 228 lune IS _. _ Do.
350 455 Oil 15. _ _, . Do.

1,227 7,175 7.052

Montana:
150 . , . ...

III Iln rn, . 1,211
Elaine. .. I 50 , , ,. . ...
Ilroadreatel...... , , ...,,...... I 50 ,........_ .

300 ...... ,..

ighouleau

_ . . 1 35

See loolnole I at end citable, p 1 3

1 1 0

150 July 15. July 1 -!Aug .15
923 June IS May 15 Aug 15
150 June N.. . lune 1-Aue 15
ISO June 15._ June E Aug. I.
300 do, _ . May 15-Aug, I
638 Aug 15... ,.. July I.Aug. 25
333 .....do.. . Ito
41? July 45....... May 15 Aug. 1 tk.
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COUNTIES HAV ING A PPROXIM AT ELY 100 OR MORE SEASONAL A GR !CULTURAL WORKERS ANI) NONWORKING
FAMILY 0 (PEND (N TS 111AT TITHER MIGRATED INTO. OR RLSIDLD IN, 711E ARIA A 1 SOM E POINT CURING

1967413-Continucd

Stale and county Total
Number

horrse.b d

in county

Number Estimated span of
rniva Imo Date 1 prak Crop season

onto county:

tionlana-Gontinued

Glacier_

Judith Basin__

Richla nd
Roosevelt_
Rosebud...

Treasure

Valley_
Yellowstone__ .

Nebraska:

Cheyenne..
Dawson....

Scotts Bluli.
Sioux-. .

Nevada:
Clark..
Ilk°,
Ilumbeld

Total

New liamPahire: Rockingham

New Jersey:
Atlantic_

Bur ingion
Camden

Cumberland.
Gloucester,.....

Middlesex,.
Monmouth_

Warren._

Ne
Curry

Dona Ans
Guadalupe
Lea

Quay. , .

ki0 Arrit3.-- --...- ., - - ..-
Roosevelt ,..... , ...
San Juan, . ...
San Miguel, . .. _ .. , ... ... ...

.

----
- -- -...
... ..

592
543
150
508

543

ISO

355
358
543
225
300
355

. .

as

592 June 23. Alpr.

150 July I _ Ju y
150 June 20. _.._, June
300 Aug. 1 5, _. July

..._.... .

255 June 15._ _ Nay
150 July 1 July
278 _do.. Nat
210 June 15. Nay

2,175

22 lune 15.... Nay
300 Aug. 15. July

825 June 1 5.. _ May

1-Sept, I.

ug. 5.
1- Aug. 15.
1-Auil. 25,

15-!uly I 5.
1- Aug. 15
15 -nue 1 5.-
15-July 1 5,
DO.

IS-Aug, 1.
1-Aug. 25.

15-Aug. I

33.
Dc

Do-

Do.

1-June 5.
1-Oct. 10.

1-Ccl. 15

I-Nov. IS,
-Nnv, I.
5- Nov, 25.
5- riov, 15

a- Nov, 15,
-Nov. 15
5- Nov. 15,
I-Nov, 75.

No . 1.

I.
Nov. 15-
flov, I.

Dec. 15_

31.

Nov. 10

Cec. IT.

12. 222

557
100
140

146

203
854
100

3 143

IOC
.. .

.

iOi
118

2

457 June 15.-

192 june 1 5, _ IMay
146 _ _do,,-....

135 Junt 10. -..

2,661 june 1 6.

4. June 1 0._

47?
510 _

472 Ma r, 31. reb.
510 Aug. J uly
204 Aug, 10. . Do,

1, 1E5 1.186

109 Sept. 15_ Sept-
-

2.193

1,274

1,750 ..
240 ..

,_

._ .

.

2.193 July 15...... .

306 Aug, 31_ ... . Apr.
650 July 77. _ _ A or.

1.274 Aug 31.. .., A yr,
173 . ....do .. , . . , ?May

4, 139 Aug 15_ .. rear.
I. 750 Aug 31.. .. . . A or.

740 Aug. 70.. ... , h!ar,
375 . . ,do _ . . , _ Co.

I, 300 _ , . .do... ., . Co.
2Cr3 Sept, 10., ., . A pr. 15-
701 Aug. 31,... A tr. 1-14ov:

2. 264 , ... ,do ..., -.. Mar, 1.

217 Sept 10,, ... _ Apr. 15-

15.154 . 15. 194

4, 000 June 15_ _ . May 24.

270 July 15__ _ . la n. 1-Dec,

518 Sept. 15 .. Ju ne I-
., .. _ , .

1 Sept. 15_ _ . Ju ne 15
.. _ ...

519 ..

4,000 ,.....,.
2,000

270 .....
3,000

518 ....,
4,200

518 ,

1,1 40
113,000

.

.. .

. .

4,200
.... ..

1,1 40
I 0,000 ,

$ee footnotes at end of latle, p. 113

A I

106



UNTIES HAVING APPROXIAIATELY 100 OR MORE SEASOPIAL MR !CULTURAL WORKERS AND NONWORKING

FAMILY DEPENDENTS THAT E 111-1ER MICRAT ED INTO. OR RESIDED IN, THE AREA AT SOK POINT DURING

197-46-Continued

State arid county
Numtsgr Number Etmuted span of

TOtal Isorne-lajSeil miglating Date ot peak Crop sea sore

in C4nnly into county 3

N w Mealoo-Centinued

Torrance,

TOW..

3,800 1,100

30,75,3 24,140

ci, 25.

New York:
Albany._ _____ _____ 100 100 ... .........
Broome., 126 ___ ____ 176 Oa 27._... . Sept. 29-00.27.

569 Aug. 25... __ Juno 16-0:t. 27.

Chautauqua, .._ __ - .....___-_.-.... 351 Sept. 1_ June 23-Oct. 22,

Columbia_ . . . 1,106 _. __ 1,3100% 'S'pl.-79-.'..--. June 16-Oct. 22,
105 . ._ 105 Sept. 8......_ July 15-0ct. 15

1319 Sept, 29.___ July 7-00. 27.
L128 1,128 June 30.... M.3y 5-Oct. 15,

591 _ 591 Aug 4....... June 13-Oct 27.

Herkimer__ .............,......... 300 _ _ _ 300 Sept_ L.__ July 15-Oct_ 15

livingslors.............____......... 533 $33 Sept. 29,...._ June 20---Oct, 22.

Madison. _ 300 __..........._
2,667 Sept_ 15=_... May 15--Oct_ 22.

Niagara . ., . 572 572 Sept, B.._ ... June 30--Oct 2 7.

Ontario_ 1:550106 1,500 Sept OD,. I_
300 Aug. II._ . June 15-Oct,15

Oneida _ . . . ,

1,516 Sept, 8 May 15-Oct. 27.
2,666 Sept. 5.._., Ma/ 15-N3v 15

403 Aug. 25._ _. May 1-Nor. I.

euben. _ .... 2,150 _____
132 Sept_ 8 May 15-0:1. 27.

R
Rockland__ _ .___ _. 132 ___.

2,180 Sept 29___, Aug. l-Nov.1.

Litsler , __ 3,000 _______._
3,000 Ocl. 13. _.... Lan 1-Dec. 31_3 ..,003 -......,
3,000 Sent. 29_____ May 15-Nov. 1.

2,6C,6 ______._ 2 066 Aug, 4.. ,. ___ Islay la- las l .

1319 Oct. 6 ___ Aug 15-Oct,15
1,500 Sept_ L .. : June 15-0c LI 5.

North Carolina:

1, 500

Alleghany,_ 192

Ashe. 197

Heautori... 549 123
214 214

131W1SvgiCli,_ , 107 107 .

Buncombe,. 219
Camden. _ 370
Carteret ----------- 365
Ca swell...._.= 261

CPaerekee...,. 100
134 134 .
214 214 _
1 1 1 1 1 2

Cumberlanit_.. 123 123 ....
Cuulteck,_ 226

Durgin__ 533
.

1 12
134 134 ,

299 187
240 240 .

OuillOd ........ 197 iii
134

Hamel!. _ .......,... 213 .. _
1101 263

Heniletson.... ____ . ... _ .._ . 1,415 268
107 107

Jackson....... 1,5C0
.

1,500 .

Jotnston. . 1,733 134

Jones__
Lenoir,

107 107 , .
New Hanover__ 401 131

Noilharnprom... 265 263 ,
Pamlico . ..,... , 320 ..
Pa quota nk. , ......
Penile!, . _ ... 762 123

IQ 107

Ste tool Ades al enJ elt4ic,p.

112

20,280 .

Aug. 20_... July 15-Sept. 15
_...dn.._..... Do.
June ?O...., . June 1-July 15

370 June 30_ _ . June 10-Dec. IS.
-3E5 May.25,.._ ._ _ May 1-July 10_
261 Aug, 25_,.... June 15-Oct 1.
..... ..

_____,_.._. . _ _....
, .. ... .... .

...
226 June 15. May 15-Nov.10
426 June 73._ _ Apr, 20-Aui 15.

. ..
il2 Aug. 20_,..... July 20-Sept. 15.

_...........
July 15._ July 1-Arg. 20.... ,

336 Aug 2L., May 10- Oct.12.

213 July 1...,.... July 1-Nov. 15.
533 Aug. 15...... May I-Nov.1.

3,147 ....do Do.

.. ............
............ ....,

1,599 July 25....... July 1-Oct. 31,
316 July 15, .... . July I-Aeg. 23,
426 .....do....... 0o.

,..._ , ., .

267 June 15.... , May I-Juyi 10,
..,

June 21.... , June 1-July 20.
628 June 30....... June 10 -Hue, 10.
639 June 15... . May I-July 10.

.... . ... . .

July 15.. ,.. July 1-Aug 20.
Sept. 15 .. , May I-Oct. 30.
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CODAITIIS HAV frX for ro ximor R.( 1 09 OR MORI S(ASc°At CULTURAL IVOR KfRS AND onwoRionc

FAMILY INPENDEN 15 THAT LI III 10 NIILA AI IN TO. Oil RES 1010 IN, T HI AREA AT SOME POINT DURING

1967 -68-Continued

Stale and county

North Carefina-Continued

Rockinharn...,.... _ .._._
Ruth erford, .....
Sampson__ .., _....
Stokes........ _

Trans
Tyrrell. ..
Wake
Wileura, . -

Washing:on._ . _ ...
Wayne....
Wilkes._
Wilson............
Yadkin_

Total_

N rth Dakota:

Grand Fork3.- --=
Mekenz ie.

Steele, _

Walsh.
WiIIiam . .

Ohio:

Ashtabula__ .... .. ____ . _.__

Defiance .

..._
flevy

Lucas..

Pautdoug,... _

Stark.

Williarus .. - -
.. .

Wood. . .,

Total

Oklahoma:
Adair. .
Beck ham,

Comanche. _ .. _
Cotton.

Calvin
Grady. . . =

. .

See footnotes et end of table, p,

Total
Numbe r

borne- tolsed
In County I

Number Estimated span ol
invalvir: Pile of oe k Crop season

into col., fly

161
565
371
949
352
308

1.710
480

......
__ .........

161
107
321
321
_ _

1,710
214

458 Aug, 25., ..... Apt. 15-Oct. 15.

628 June 1 5,... _ . June 1-Nov. 30.
357 Aug 75_ . . May 22-0cl. 5
368 Aug. 2 7.. .. June 15-Nov I.

766 il'il'y'15..., ..... June I -Oa 30
139 . .. 139 Sept. 2 5.... _ Sept. 10-Oct 25.
694 161 533 Jury 25....... July I-Au; 25.

. 197 Aug, 20...... July 15-Sept. 15.
107
1301 375 126 IMay 25 .,._ . Apr. 20-Aug. 15.

309 309 Slot. 24.. ... July 15-Nor. 15,
454 134 320 Se,11, 20....__ Sept 1-Nev. 1.
528 112 , 416 Auz. 2 7...... line 15-Nov, 1.

.053

600 June 10-15.. June I-luly 25.
1,530 1, 530 Oct. 10-70 June I -Nov. 1.

218 ... 215 June 10-25... June 1-July 1.
451

1.017 l.-0 12 July 10-73.... June -Oct. 30.

451 151 .

225. ..2 ; 0-25.... Sept. 10-Oct 77.ad. i
750 759 Joie 15-July June I -July 25.

14.

600 .. 600 July . June 1-Oct. 29
309 309 June 10-25, .June 1-July I.

, 137

167 Stp . M y 1-Oct. 31.
554 . 584 .....do., Do.

334 r_Titt. 31_ Do.
1. 000 Sept. 1 5.. Do.

167 . . 167 .....do. Oo
334 . _...do......, Do.

2. 207 .....do .,..... Do.
2.147 ... .do_.... Do.

2.753 . . 2. 250 .. .cla....... Do.

250 250 .... .do....... Do.

160 ,_ .......,_ 160 _lune 15.. _ .. Do.
372 Sept. IS__ Do.

700 , 700 .....do..... Do.
208 .,... .do....... Do.

2000. 2.000 .....do... _. Do.

167 , 167 . do Do,

334 334 Sept 30...... Do.

2,147 2.187 Sept 1 5.. ,... Do.

11.910 11.900 .no Do.

1.571 1.57 1 .....do _ ._ . Do.

550 ... $50 Sept 30_ . Do.

500 .. 500 Sept. 15. Do.

834 _. 834 ...do,._ Do.

1.703 , .. 1. 700 .... .do. . Do.

32,553 32, 583 _

200 200 _ .

44 7 250 197 June 1 1..... June 1-24.

054 157 707 Juno 1 2...... June 3-25
561 157 404 Jun e 1 0.... June 1-73.

620 Jun e 1 1_ .. Juno 2-75.
100 100 ..,.... .......,.....
403 157 246 June 3 _ May 2 7-lune 21.
61 4 157 457 Jdne I .... May 2 5-liine 70.
973 290 723 June 1 1.. . June 7-75.

659 157 507 June I 4_ ... June 5-77.
8l 051 July 75 . _ _ Ju'y 5-Sept. 1
210 210 June 10_ . June I -Au4 70
652 252 Oct. 10. ... _ l'ay 2 7-Noi 30

1,329 479 . do May 2)-Dec. 15.

1. 1 3

10



COUNTIES HAVING APPROXIMATELY I

FAMILY DEPENDENTS THAT I nit
1967-6 8-Continued

109

R MORE SEASONAL AGRICULT ORAL WeRKTRS AND NONWORKING

A TOD INTO, OR RESIDE() IN, 1116 ARIA AT SOML POII I DURING

Stale and county

Oklahoma -Corlinued
Jackson
Kingfisher_
Kiow3 .... ....
Roger Mills . ....
Sequoyah
Tifirnin
Tulsa
Washita

Total

.

Number Number
Total home-br.ed migrating

en county into county,

Estirnoted s pan of
Daie of pe.3k Crop season

Oregon:
Clackamas
CrOok
Deschutes
Flame
Hood
Jackson
Jellersnn
Klamath ...
Lane
Linn
Malheur
Marion
Mulnomah
Polk,
Umatilla. ... _ ..
Union
Wallowa
Wasp)
Washington
Yarnhill

Total.. . ......._ . _. .....

.

7 ... ie.

....

2,220 1,400
CS1 157

1,3E6 550
388 157
1 00 100

1,610 800
7C0 703
9 50 253

16,854 6. 959

3, GOO

170
1,41

248
2,500
1,645

36 280
5 10

1,140
1,838
2,705

10,700
178

2,50
1,595 2

498
265 .... .

6,200 260
2.503
4.67 3

44.073 040.,...

Total..
Puerto Rico:

Agua4.111a
Amon°
Bayamon
Cagua
Cuaynma
Huniaaa
Ma yaguo
Ponce
53n Juan. .

3,026 ..

1,692
3,540
2,238
1,238
1,092
2,669
3,546
3, 719
1, 4 00

Total 73, 3 34

footnotes at end of lob! p. 1 1 3

Pennsylvania:
Adams 1.31 0
Berks 400
Bucks. 17 5
Chester., .. . 107
Columbil 43 0
Cumberland 19 9
Dauphin 17 7
Erie 4136
Franklin. ...... . ...., ..
Lackawanna 19 1
Lancaster 31 5
Lebanon 199
Lehigh 481
Lowrie 351
Lycoming. 19 7
Monroe 100nMontour . .... - . , I
Northampton,. . . . .. . . . . ... _ _ 111
Northumberland 737
Potter , 524
Schuylkill 369
Snyder 110
Union 110
Wyconiing 37
York 220

820 per, 15.... May 25-0ec. 20.
970 June 12._ .._ lu ne 3-20.
830 June 7, .., May 27-June 22
231 June 14 June 5-2 7.

250 June I. May 25-Nov. 20.
.

700 June 10...._ June 1.74

9,

3,000 July1 5., ..... May23-5 ept.I0.
170 Oct. 3 1., ..... July1-0n u. 10
142 _Co, Oc L1G-Nov.
249 July 31_ Jutyl-lan.10.

7,500 Se pl. 33, ..... Mar.1 0-Oct 25
1.645 Aug. 31, lune 5-0:1. IJ,

356 Oct.1 5_ Aor.2 5-113v. 10.
500 Sett 30. Stay 10-0:t 25

1,140 Aug 15....... June 1 0-5ept 5
1,839 Ju'y 3 I._ kla y 20-Sept. 20
2.705 June 15. r.2C-Ocl. 31.

10,700 Aug. Ma r,10-Ccl 20
178 .... .. June 0-Aug. 25.

7.850 June 30. .. Ma r.20-0c1. 15
1,305 June I 5. Apr 10-Sept. Ei

198 July3 1... .. July5-Aiwg 1 O.
2 5 .....do....... June20-Aug. 10.

6, 003 June 30.... Ms in. 13.
2, 500 ..,do.. Ma y2C-Sept 20,
4,673 Jun 5-Sepl ILI.

43, 233 ...

ct.15 ..... June! 0-Nloy. 15
ug. 3 1. _.... June 1 0-Nov. 10.

. 1 -do., ... _ Jun e 1-Nov. 15
. ... Aug.1-0: t 31

, 430 do.. Jur.e 1-Oct. 31,
. 199 ....do....... Auz. 1-0c I. 31.

177 ..... -...
406 Sept. 30. Aug.! 9-0 cl. 31.
581 Aug. 3 L.__ Jun el 0-Nov. 15
191 Sept, 1 5 Aug. 1-Nov. 10.
315 Aug, 3 1. . Jun e 1-0c 1 31,
199

. 481 Sept 20._ Aug I-Nov. 10,
351 Sept I 5.... July 20-0t1. 15.

_ .. ... 197 Aug, 3 1.. .... Aug. 1-Oct 3 1.

_. 169 Aug 3 1_ .... Do .
. 111 .

737 Aug. 38., .,.. On.
_ ...... ........
524 Sept. 1 S..... . June 2C.-Oct 20.

. 369 Aug, 31.. .... Aug, 1-Ocr. 31.
110 .... do Aug. I- Oct. 1 5........ . 110 .......
37 Sept! 5.. ... flu.

210 Aug . 31 . . luly ct. 31.

1,692

2.233
2,138
2, 032
2 809

3. 719
1, 400 _._

23, 334



C_ UN TIES 11AVING APPROXIMAT ELY 100 OR MORE SEASONAL AG RICUL TURAL WORKERS Aril) NONWORKING

IAIMIL D EP [NOV+ IS THAT E II NCR MIGRA TED IN1D, OR RE S 10 10 I14. T IlL AREA AT SOME POPO- OLIR INC

1907,68-Continued

Stale an et county
Nu rube( Number

Total home-Lased nugiating Date ol peak
in county I inle cut, ruv

Rhode Wand :
Nee/port =,
Providence.
Wash ing ton

_._

South Carolina:

. . ....
160
705

...... 6

158

Allendale., ......
BarnvaelI =., 158

Bedurort 1.601
Char leston. 4,395
Cherokee% 210
Edge I refer
Rouy =.. --------
Spartanburg
Sumter_ 158

IOC ..= 1,048

South Dakora ;
267

Corsoi _ 100

Gregory_ 266
Melletle. . , , . =., ....... 20
Shinnon_,. .. 266

Todd. . - ... 267
Tripp 20',

.... ......= 26/

10tal 1,806

Total.

'Tennessee:
Cedlord. - . ... . ....... 100

Campbell.. 130

Cco co._ ... . . .... . .. 108

Dyer. .. , . 249

Gibson, .
194

Kr-og .`,. . _ ., .. ... 161

Lauderdale, . . 214

Madison . . .. 100

Putn a rn_ 100

Slackly,. .. , 6 18

Sullivan, =...,_ 207

Sumner. _ , -- - 314

Washinlon. 185

7,680

'Texas:
Armstrong,
At ascosa .
Auslin., ,
Calle y. .

Baylor., _,

.... . 7 50
700
225

3.1 50
1 50

300
Bell. , .. . ... ...... .... 4 50

15,000
Borden 1 50

Br aro ria = 1 10

. 438

Briscoe, , 750
Brook s 750
Burleson = 110

Caldv. ell. 1,050
Calhoun .. 4, KO
Ca MC con . 74, 000
Carson,. . 2,52?
Ca silo. , . 5, 347
Childress ,. 2,500
Cochran 900
Coleman , . .. 170
Collingsworth . . ........ ... 900
Comae. .. . .....,.. ...... 120
Comanche. - 1.194
Colile , 890

kee foo1notts at cod ol table, 1 1 1 1 3

Estimated span 01
Crop }MOM

,.

100 Sept. 30 Sepl. 11- Nov. 30.
160 .do_. Sept 11-Oct 30.
205 .. . do., .. Aug. 1-Nor, 30.

._
465

158 July 30... _ June IS-July 30.
105 June 30...... Jur.e 15-1 Lily 15.
158 .....do..... _. May 31-July 31.

100 I. 501 do . May 15-0ct. 15.
2,250 2, 145 _ ., . do., ..... Niay 15 June 30.

.., ......... 210 .....do,.... .. May 15-July 30.
420 July 15... .. June 15-July 39.

2, 265 Aug. 15 . .. May 31 -Oct. 31=
I. 575 Aug. 31. . ... . 1e5. 15-Aug. 31.

158 June 30 .... June 15-July 15,

2,350 8, 698

267
100
266 _ . . ...
267 .._

267 .

00 ,. .. . . . . .......... _
130 .._.. . . ............
108 .., .. ...,....... . . . .. _ .

. ..., , 249 Oct II.. _ .... Sept, 24 Nov, 4.
194 May 28 May 3 =Nov, 18,

161 .. _ ......... . _ ...
214 Oct= 14 Sept. 17-Nov. 30.

100 - - . . . -- - - - -- - -
100 .._ .. -,.... - . . .. ... ., __ .
618 .. ,.. ... .... ,
207

314 May May 1-Jun

1,709 971

1 5,000

4 50 .

1 10 .

250 IRS Aug 25_ . Aug, 10 Sept
250 Nov. 15, . , June 25 Dec. 1.

MO June 70_ June 5 July 15.
100
225 Aug. 20...... Aug, 1 Sept. 1

3, 150 July 25... June 25 Dec.
150 Oct. I.._ Sept :0 Nor. 15.

June 20 Dec. I.

7 50 ..,
I 10
600 450 Set _ , Aug. 10 Sept 20.

2,4410 I 0 Aug 15 July 23 Az4 20,
I 5, 000 9 0 0 do July 1 Aug 1

1,6 72 900 June 20_ June 5 luly 1 5
5, 347 July 25., . June 25 Dec I

2, 500 Nov 1 June 13 Noy 30
900 July 20... June 20 Dee. 15

120'
_ 900 1.4.0v. 10.. . ... : June 1 5 ,N or. JO.

,E70 ... ...,,- . . . .. ...
982 4 12

140 750 NOV 1.. Do,

1 1 5

110
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COUNTIES HAVINC APPROXIMATELY 100 OR MORE SEASONAL AGRICULTURAL WORKERS MO NONWORKING
FAMILY OEPENDINTS THAT E 11 HER MIGRATED INTO. OR RESIDED IN, THL AREA AT SOME POINT OWING
1%748Continued

Stale and county
Camber Number Estimated span ol

Total homebased miiiating Dale 01 peak Crop season
in county I mb o county 1

TexasContinued
Crosb y 6,300 1, ON 5.300 July 16. June l 5-D lc. 15.
Wilms.- 900 300 600 June 25 Juno I 5July 15.
Dawson 1,070 170 900 July 70 June 7 00) cc. I.
Deal Smith. 1.770 270 1,500 do . Mly 15 Dec. 15,
De Witt. 200 200 July 16 _ June 1S-Oec. 15.
Dicke ns. 1.470 1, 000 470 May 15 Apr.:S-140v. 30.

1, EDO 1. 503 300 Noy. 10.. June 15-droy, 30,
Donley 150 150

450 450 ......... ..... . . , -.
Nis, 300 00 Sept, 20.... Sept.1-0s1,10,
II Pas.o. 900
Falls _ 270 2
Fisher . 450 450 Nov. 11. Sept. 1 5-D :v. 15.

Floyd 4,200 500 3, 70C) .do Aug .15 SeN. 25.
Fort Bend 1,020 120 900 Aug. 10... Aug 1 -Aug. 31.
Frio .. -... . - . .. - 750
Gaines.. . . . 375 375 July June 25 Der. 1.
Caris 600 (1)0 July 16 Sept. 70-Dec. 15.
Good 1,250 700 550
Gonzales. 2,759 1.309 I. 450
Cowin. 225 225 Sept 15. . Sept 1-Oct 1 =
Grimes_ ... . 368 190 188 Aug 25..... Aug. 10-9e all, 10.
Guadalupe . . - 300 300
Hale_ . 7.357 GOO 6, 757 Nov. 1......= June 25-Dee I .

Hall. 2,500 2, 500 .do . June 15-0ec. 1 5.
Ha nsford 150 150 june 30...... June 10 --ju le 1 5.

Ha rdcrnan. 600 600 Oct. I.. Sept.I0-No v. 30.
Hai iis. 600 600
Hartley 300 300 June 25, June 15-luly 1 5.
Haskell . 720 120 603 Oct 1 . June 10-Des, 1 5,
Hays. 808 600 208 .. . ....
Henipt II. 150 150 June 30,..... June 10-1u1 y 1 5.
Hidalgo. .., , . 37,600 37,500 100 Aug 15. Jul; I-ke. I.
Hill. 300 300 Sett! 5 Aug. 70-Sectl 33,
HOsk.ley...... . . _ .. ____ . . ... . . _ 1,800 300 1, 500 July 10, lune 20 Dec, 1 5.
Houston. 170 170
Hudspeth, 3I0 120 196 ....... -
Jackson., .._ . . .... 300 300 Aug 20 Aug_ I-Aug.20-
Jim Hogg 1,120 100 1,020
Jim Wells. 2,100 1,050 1,050 Jrly 30 _ July 20-Ausg, 1 S.
Jones.. 190 190
Karnes. . 600 600
Kleberg . 900 900
Knox . 500 500 Oct. 1.. _ _ June 10-0cc.1 5,
Lamar. 130 130
Lamb.. . _ . ... ........... 4. 000 180 3,820 July 20..... liune 25-Dec. 1
La Salle. 3, 000 2,400 6 00

150 , 1 50 July I . _ June 15-July70.
Lire Oak. 1,125 925 200
Lubbock.. . .. . . 7,907 600 7,307 July 16 . .... Jun0 15-Det, 1 5,
L nn _ .. . . 1.030 130 900 __do_ . . . Do.

alagrda 150 1 50 Aug. 15._ ., July 28-Aug,2n.
Mayerick_ ... 6,200 6,200
McLennan 1,200 1,200
Medics, 750 750
Manaus 150 150 .
Milani. 150 1 50 Aug. 31.... Aug. 15,Sepl. IS.
Mitchell 750 750 Nov I Sept. 15 13N. 15_
Moor e...... 450 4 50 June 20.... June 5-July 15,
Motley_ _ .... ..... .. .. . 150 1 50 Nov. 1_ . June 15 Now 3 0.
Nuce 8,400 7.500 9 00 July 30., uly 20-Auir 15.
Oehiltree............., ..,.. . .., . , . 450 450 July 1 ,.. _ une 15, July20-
Oldham 900 9.00 June 20.... une 10- lutv 15.
Pannier.. . . 2,250 2,2 50 July 25 _ . - u no 25- tIec.1.
Randall.. 750 750 June 20... - June 10- July 15.
Reveler.... - - 300 303 July 30 uly ,70Auri. 15
Robe( Ion. _ .... .. 150 1 50 Aug. 25 Aug 10 Sas_ 15.
Runnels .... 150 150 0c1 16 Aug 254104- 30,
San Patric* 3,900 3, 000 9G0 July 30 July ?0-Aug.
Scurry,. ... .. .. , . 410 140 3 00 Nov I .... Sep!. 15- OM 15.
Sherman 600 . .. WO June 25 June 5-hily 15,
Stair. 4, 794 3:300 1.494 .. . , . ...
Swisher. . 1, 300 100 1.700 Nov, 15. _ _ June 25-Dee- I.
lanant. 30E1 3130
laykm.. .... 730 230 , ....
Teily ._ 1,4 15 I 70 1,775 Iniy-16....:-. June 15-0te I
Toni Green , ., _ .. 150 150 . ...

See foolnotes al end el table 0,



ciR
FAM1L PINDINIS 1UAT HINER MIGRATE
1967-6 Continued

St 4SC RICULTEIR1E.
10, OR RES1OLO IN, lett AREA AT SOME POINT DURING

4%0 N NINOPPONG

Stitt and county

Tekat-COntinued
TIIIViS
UvA Ide ...... _

Val Verdr
Victona
Webb
Wharton..
Wilbarger.
Willacy
Williamson
Wilson
Yoakum
Zapata
Zayala

Utah:

Number Number
Total liome.based riiiVar,nO Dale ol peak

in county I int.) county

Estimated span of
Crop season

1,800 1,800
1,500 1,500
1,500 1,500

603 300 300 Aug. Aug. I-Aug 20.
7,701 7,500 201
3,750 3,000 750 Aug 70 May 10-Aug. 20.

150 150 Mt. 1 Seat 10-Dec I.
300 .. _ . ... 300 Aug. 15 .. July 5-Aug 1.

1,200 750 450 Aug, 31. . May 20-5ept IS.
600 600

2,700 864 1,836 July 20 _ June 20-Dec 15.
3,960 600 3,360 .. . . . .

6,000 5,700 300 May.15 . . Apr. IS-Nov. 30.

Total. 239,790 143.492 96.304 .. .
___......

200 .. 200 Oct. IS . IVay 10 Oct 31.
7,277 2,277 Au; 70 May 5 Oct 10

120 120 ,da. May 10-Sept. 20
142 . . 117
315 315 Aug 70.. .. May 10-Oct. 10.
530 530 . ...
160 160 Oct. 10 SW. 15 Oct 31.

31 31

16a 184 June I_ . ... May 5 Oct. 15.

1,235 1.215 20
100 100 June 1 May 15-Oct IS,
100 100 ...=.do. .. Do.
530 530 .. .. ...

1,17$ 1,175 July 10. May 5Oct. 31.
90 90

650 650
446 446 Aug. IS ..... May 5Oct. 15.

Beaver
Boa Elder.
Cache.
Carbon
Davis
Duchetne
Garlidd
Piute. . ..
Salt Lake
San Juan.
Sanpele

Uiniah
Utah
Wayne__ .... . . ......._..
Washington
Weber.

Total .......... ...... ,.. 8,285 2,275 6,010____________...... ..__....... = ..............

Vi gin ir
Accomack . 3,707 3,307 July 30 Apr. I-Ncv. IS,
Alberto Ile .... _ _ . _... ........... 30 ........ .... 30 . . . , . . , .
Augusta. 60 60 Oct 15 Aug 15-Nov I

Boteloutt IS ... . . ... 15 Sept 30 July 30 fiCli 1

Chesapeake City 200 200 may 31_ May 1-AuR 13.
Clarke 293 . .., . 298 Still 30 lune 30 Nov. 15.
Fauguier 30 30 . .....
Frederick... . .. ..... .. ... .. = . 1,553 1, 553 Wt. 30 Do.
loudoun 16
Madison. 28
Northampton 3,707
Rappahannock 0 .. _
Roanoke. 200
Shenandoah 60
Virginia (reach City._ . . .... _ ... 200 200 July 15 fAay 1-Nov. 1
Warren. 27 27

28
3,707 July 30 . . APr. 1-tiov 15

40 Sept 30.. . July 30-Trov 15
200 .do July 30-Nov, I.
60

Total... ... . ... ....
WasMngton:

Adams.
Denton.
Chelan
Cohnibia. . .. ......
Douglas
Ferry, .. . ......
Franklin... .. . .
Grant
Kitsap.
Klick oat
Okanogan
Pierce. ..
Skagit..
Spokane...
Stevens . . ..
Walla
Walcons
Y:kima

Total

See loolnotes at end of lable. p. 1 1

10,171 . .... 10 171
:

462 462 May 15 Apr, 1.-Oet. 31,
1,870 I, 870 .00 Mst. 1 00 31.
6,1196 6.896 Sept, 30 lune 10 -Oct 31.

980 . 9811 June 15, . Apr, 15-July 31,
5,025 5,075 Scpt. 70- . lune 10.0c1. 31.

201 209 ... ......
910 910 June 15., _ Apr. 1-13c1. 31.

1,540 ... .. . .. 1, 540 May IS .,.. Do.
110 780 Juno 30.... . June 17July 15
350 350 Sot. 15 Aug Tli Oct 10

2,473 709 2 764 Sebt 30.. ... June 10c1 31
511 .. .. ... 511 July IS.. , . June 15 Oct I.

4,668 ... . . 4,088 oo. June 1-Aug. IS
700 700 Sepl. 15.. .. June 15 Oct. 15
709 209 ., .
840 ., . 840 Pune 15, . . Apr. 19-July 31

1,776 1,776 luly 15 luly 1 Sept IS
1,624 709 1,415 May 15,. .. Mu, 1.9d. 31.

32,013 130
_

31,757 .. . ...
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COUNTIES HAVING APPROXImay y IN OR MORE SIASONAL ACP 1E01711RM. WORKIR5 AND NONWORKING
FAMILY DIPENDITI15 THAI ilial MIGRAIL INT 0, OR ki_811)113 Akt A AI SOT118. POINT MIRING
190-611---Contunied

State and County
Number N urn ber

Tplal horreet asd rn g It f peak Crap Seaton
in cduraly a a nto apty

Estimated span of

Wast Virginia:
Beaver__
tlampshare,
Jefferson

'kW..
Wisconsin:

Columbia
Dodgeom ...
fond do 13c.. __

Jeftelenn
....

1.4 Cls..84
MarcUelle.,
OcOntl.
Ou140mle
Rgina
Waukesha,
Wavillor4 ....
Winnttrozo

14t0

WyromiAg.,
erg Ilprn
frenwt. ........
Co11101. . .

. ... ...
Plat1e., ..
Slittalan- . .4. ,
Via$hOle.... ...........

. ____--.._.

. .

. .

.... - .. - .- -
. ...

. ....... ..

.
.

, .

.. ..... ....

.

....... ....
.....

.... _

. .

100

V4

,

., .. ,, ,

ADO

323
274
400

. 1,397 1.397

.

-.
..

.. ...
. .

-

,...
...

375
675

1,930
308
343
294
245

-70
1,176

490
490
39/

11,7Q0
600

.,
. . .

. . .

..._
.

=

325
675

4.900
305
313
791
245
749

I. 176
490
490
392

8. 7C0
603

.
. ...

.. , .. .

.....

19,687

722
X.

1,785

119
9718

... _
.45

,

. _ .. _

.

19, 687

722
1, 000
1, 785

El0
170
119
9111

.
19W .. . .. . . _ . . 5,909 545 S, 454

Oct. 1_ , , June 1- Nay. 15,
Oct 15. = _ Aug 15 0.1. 30.
Oct. 1....., July 20- Noy. 15.

.

Aug, 15.... May 1-Oct 31.
July 15 June Holy 31.
July 31.. ._ M ay 1- c7t 31.
June 30. , May 1-Scit 33
July 15. ... May 1-Oct 31.
June 30, ., M-13 1-Oct 31
Aug 15....., Jaty 15ug 31.
Junr 30 Ishy I -Sepl 30
Aug 31 May 1-Oct. II.
Aug. 15 . July I -Aug 31

do . May I Oct 31.
July It .. lune IS ec.1 15
Aug. 15_,__ May 1 Oo 31.

du_ M3y 1-Oct. 31.

June 15.. . ,... May 10-July 20do .. May 10-July 10
_. _do . .. _ .. May 10-July 20.

do .. . ... May 10 July 70
do, May 10-July 29
da

.....do . Ifealtaa'; 1C0I-juulyy ))._

INS (g,lwrran includes magi.] nts and lanWly deyeydieits 11 4 too ty %We nnt purwing stasunal agricultural
wpek.elscratete, anti 1#Clul^slimly rirren,:tClts 3101 ay nat, mi?tai# voirn Itiq vro0.er in 3 RIverl 3q43.

711.4 311urIlf11.16.343 Mq13111.. AM lanai., au,,,ende-iti, ono e..rir, licit a taw, rc,,,,id%.; voile ptil,trr1104 '4.1telrtoi
acikolodvolkot 1 or ni,.; re 1:.1) 100% .#0 # IfX11 Ihu pixe ne tirin of toatt-)5#, IL a:ta nal include "day haul-
algricarltoral mairlacrs whose t walls ce to *ark art JI witturi I d.ly col his wail, ocjtiol.

SOUrCO: U.S, Senate, COMMittue on Labor and Public
1.104-ore, Subcommittee on Niqratory Labor, 196q Report
The Mi3ratory Lahor Prohlen in the United Ste_11.,

Congrest;, int Sfstlion, 1969, Report No. '91-83,
Appondix A, pp. 31'5-129. Thc toh1e in batrnd on
estimates compiled by the U.S., flc!pt. ol Heaith, Education
and Wulfato, Public floalth Survico.



APPENDIX B

BACKGROUND INFORMATION ON MIGRATORY AND
EASONAL AGRICULTURAL WORKERS

General Charac ics

Each year, more than two million people are
hired to meet the short-term, seasonal labor roguire-
ments of U.S agriculture.1 Roughly'half of them do
that kind of work less than 25 davs per year.2 The
hired seasonal work force appears composed largely of
people on the fringes of the general U.S. labor
market. Near1y half are between the ages of 14 and
20 years.3 More than half are people who normqlly are
not employed such as students and housewives.''
Although they earn an average of about $12 per day
when they work, their total annual earnings from all
sources average only $1,580.5'

exact number of seasonal workers,

her Y 1. Current Population Survey data, collect
U.S. Census Bureau, and published by USDA, show that 2,205 00 persons

Robert C.

nse used
by the

performed farm W49.-C wor1t less than 250 days per year.

McElroy, The Hired Forri Working Forol of 1971: 7Sttistiea1 _Report
(Agricultural ECOnomic Report No. 222; Washington, D.C. .mio

Research Service, U.S. Dept. of Agriculture, March, 1972), p, 17.
A Imre suitable definition is used by tte Census of

Agricultura. UOwever, their count of 963,294 is unusable, due both to
over-coun ing and uncle counting. The under-counting, aceQrdinçi to UshA

staff int,rviewed by this IRA Project Director, results frOm reliance
on data from employe who are often reluctant to report Soasonal
employees th y may have employed under possibly illegal conditions.
U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Agriculture, 1969, Vol. General

. _

.rIpP.rt Chapter- 4: Ecuinment, hahor, Expnditures, Cwt.'
(Washington, D.C. U.S. Government Printing Office, 197

2

4

3

1

3

Ibid.

42.
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Yet, within that work fore there is a smaller
numb r of people for whom seasonal agricu tu al employ-
ment is the main source of income for themselves and

their families. 'Surprisingly, littic statistical infor-
mation is available on this group, tn spite of the
large amount of data collected by the federal government
on the agricultural work foree.6 Statistics published
by the U.S. Dept. of Agriculture (USDA) suggest that
the group numbers about 600,000.7 Other authoritative
sources place the figure much hig -often in excess of

one million.8

The study described in th preceding pages
concerned just with the workers and their dopendc,nt- f

whom seasonal agricultural employment is a livelihood.
This group is generally recognized as constituting the

6
In addition to the sour

Di-e tor personally sought statistical

research ffs of USDA's Zconomic Res

n, the Project
om the
OEO's Migrant

Division, PHS ligrant Health Project, RSA liaison for this ctudy,

lEld's Office of Spanish Surnaned Affairs, s Office of the Assistant

secretary for Program Planning and EvaluatiW (ASPPE), DOL's Rural

Manpower Service, and The Counsel to the U.$. Senate Subcommittee
on Migratory Labor.

rn

7
Including "seasonal," "regular,

there were 611,000 hired farm wor%Ors
work, according to McElroy, loc.

d "yo
ch

round"
activity

6
The larger estimates.__ include dependents, many of whom

also work in the field alongside the principa-._ v Jo earnen Thera

are more than one million seasonal workers and dependents who migrate,

according to various estimates sunimarized by' the U.S., Senate,

Committee on Labor and Public Clelfare, SubeOzWittee on Migratory
Unit dLabor, 1969 Report: The. Mi-ratorv_rarm_Labor_Vrob1e-

Stats, 91st Congress, ist Sesion, 1969, Beport No.

pp. 1 and 111.
The Office of Econenitc oppomnI cstinats

that 5,000,000 migratory and seasonal farm wckers are eligible

for their services, acco ding to the U.S. Comptroller General,

to Congress: TnIpa LI of Federal Prenr to Iuarcve the

Living Conditionq of Mil-II-ant and Othe? Spa;:;m91 Foraworker:

EtITItment of AcIriciarnri-±, q2E1rtment of HoAtijth. Education and

We1farcl, Department or Labor, Office of Ecmikomic Opportunity_

(11-177486; Wa:;HingLon, D.C. U.S. General WW,a0uuLing Office,

February 6, 1973), pp. 1 and 24.

120



poorest of the nation4s .o-j_ng poor.9 A relatively hig
proportion of this_oopulation are members of racial or
ethnic minorities.10 They generally reside in rural
areas, and have little if_any work training or experience
other than manual labor,11 On the average, they have le
than a grammar school education.12

Seasonal agricultural employment is concen-
tr ted in labor intensive crops requiring large amount
of short-term manual labor, such as for harvests or th_nning.
Although USDA's statistics concern just people who work on
farms, other definitions often include other seasonal
agricultural wOrkerSr such as thosp who work in canneries

9

This was $tated by a large number of witness s
-rded by the U.S., Senate', Conunittee on Labor and Public

Subcommittee on Migratory Labor, Hearings: Miqrant nd
_ -

Seasonal Farmworker Power'lcssne 91st Congress, ist and 2nd
_ _ . -----

Sessions (Printed tor the U$Q Of the Committee on Exaxpr and Public
Welfare, 1970-1971), parLs 1 through S.

10

All vai11 estimates of racial and ethnic
characteristics are based on non-systematic observation, or
surveys using non-probablistic sanpling. "Related

Literature and Research" fl this report.)

The Current Population Survey does use probablitic
samples, b t does not pub.ith breakdowns by ethnicity; race is
shown only as "White" (in].uding Chicanos) and "Negro and other
races," according to McEltoy, op. cit.., pp. 24-20, and interviews
of USDA employees by the Project Director.

However, Menrey's finf.ling that "Negro and other

races" earn less than "Wh.iten" might suggest the existence of
a low- incoste sub-group with a higher proportion of minority group

members; in XcElroy, p.-15

ring

116



117

or packing sheds.13 Many of the jobs requiring seasonal
workers are very demanding physically, Crop guides
quoted by a U.S. Senate subcommittee report illustrate the
requirement .14

Beans: The picker must have the judgment to
pick the mature beans and leave the younger beans
for later picking. Crawling, crouching, stooping,
walking, and kneeling are the physical demands.

Tomatoes: The picker. works in a s.00ping
position.

Potatoes: The potato digger. . mu t exercise
care not to leave potatoes in the rows. Works
in a kneeling position and progresses along the
rows by crawling. . . A good worker should
pick from 75 to 15 field crates (60 pounds each)
per day.

In addition, workers are frequently exposed to serious
health or safety hazards, often without their knowledge.
Poisonincs have
assessed, cause
incomplete regu
by growers ra
of injurie and

baen a su -tantial, but incompletely
of health problemsi due to weak and
ations governing the use of pesticides
m machinery is also a substantial source
death. The prolonged demands of heavy

RSA's definition of migrants: "A 'migratory
agricultu- 1 wor ' means a person who occasionally or habitually
leaves his place of residence on a seasonal or oth'er temporary
basis to engage in ordinaiy agricultural operations or_ services
incident to the peparation of farm commodities for the market
in another locality in which he resides during the period of such
employment," as stated in U.S., Dept of Health, Education and
Welfare, Social and Rehabilitation Service, "Vocational Rehabilita-
tion Programs and Activities: Rules and Regulations," in U.S.
Archives, Federal Register, Vol. 34 (October 17, 1969) , p. 16824.
(Emphasis added.

RSA liaison for this project indicate a similar
defi-ition is being considered for seasonal workers. The popula-
tion thus defined would exceed, by an unknovn amount, the number of
seasonal workers included in McElroy's Current Population Survey
data (op, cit.)

14

Oasis, Vol. 13, No. 12 (Deeembe 1967), P-
as quoted -y U.S., Senate, Eepert. p. 3 and 111.

1 2 2



physical labor, I nacierpia to heating, sanitation and water
at work sites and Rips, and isolation from medica
care, all have talan heavy toll reflected lin part by
life spans well below the national aver, ic

This Proj ect: Di roe tor estimates tbit roughly
one-third of the people who (,_11'14 itti-. of their livinri
from paid seasonal agricultural employm,,sit are seasonal
migrants. They typically spend anywhere from one to
eight months per year living away from their homes
working one or more seasonal or bmporary jobs. The
Senate subcommittee report mentioned above summarizes
Migrants' work as being extremely "unattraetive":16

Farm work ma!, require continual ,s,toopi_
or li Ling, be dirty ond exhausting, or
be monotonous and boring. It may call
for continuous effort: under conditions
of extreme heat or cold. The work may
be in an i olated area away

. from town,
and away from the customary paLhs of
migrant and casual labor. . . Worke.s
may bc housed, red, tronspor d, and wor
in gangs with a minimum of ught vet
to their comfort.

Tho re ort describes a wide range of prob] ems faced by
migran such as extremely 15-standard hou jug,
severe unmet health needs, hazardous working conditions,
susc:eptibility to e ploitation by employers and crew
leaders, and a vllticLy of other lJrobl ems related to
poverty and to minority itu clue to race, ethnicity
and language.

Migration is attributed mainly to economic
pressures. Labor intensive crops require more workers
than some local labor markets can supply at wages

15

U.S., Senate1 Uearim
es and the Farm,Jorker.

16

U. r;L2211_-.
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offeted. 17 Growern then frequently rely on seasonal
farm work(' - willing or-1 able to travel beyond
daily COiWlItiti licj distance, in (-1or to take temporary
jobs paid in piece rates, hourly rd-tes, or percentage:.
of produce. Such agreements are of Len_ arranged through
labor contractorn, crew, leaders, or, in a small

7ent ur.wernmenta 1 Labor
ractors often contract with the growor, or buy

the Crop unharvostcd, and then employ the work
directly. Arrangements vary widoly,

Workers agreeable to such termn and cccndi
Lions -come from rural areas WI th widespread povo rty
and high unump:wyment. Since the mid-nineteenth tury,
there have been nation -ide patterns of seasonal
migration. (. Jy, --third of the migratory
work force is est led to travel beyond the borders
of their homo states in the course of travelling from
one temporary job to another.

In 1965, USDA issued a speci 1 report
estimating migrants to comprise of the total U.S. hired
farm work force, 'seasonal and otherwise.18 Subscquen
annual statistical reports show a decline in migrants being
hired, down to 7% in 1971.19 The absolute number of migrants is

7

Local seasonal labor shortages aro attributable'
to eoncentrat d farm land ownership. Ownership of large tracts,
is opposed to small, family-operated farms, limit:s resident
population density, so seasonal labor must bu imported, according
to the "Statement by Paul S. Taylor Submitted to Senate Sub-
committee on igratory Labor, Augunt 20, 1970," in U.S.,
Senate, 1 , Part 8-C (July 24, 1970), pp. 6252-6298.

18

Avra Raptcrc, Domostic_ i grat:ory jarmworkers:

Per,.onal an Fconomic Chirqcteristic- (Agricultural Economic
Report No. 121; Washingtou, D.C.: Economic Research Service,
U.S. Dept. of Agriculture, September, 1967), p. 1.

19

McElroy, reports by the same title as op._ cit,
for 1967 through 1971, Agricultural Economic Reports 148, 164,
180, 201 and. 222.
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a matt.. r of c 1 vers ,, pa tly because the variety of
definitions ii use Author tative os L LIRa Los range from
172,000 worker ly those individuals oc_ually hired
who were above 14 years,of age) to ono million or mord
(in luding depend-nts).20

Miqran L; travel patterns have been described
as three major stream!;: east coast, mid-continent, and
west coast.21 In fact, the streams are not rigidly
foll-wcd, and there is cons derable overlap and vari 22

t

The east_coas__ st_ream begi s in Florida,
and moves northwarU to serve agriculture in Georgia, Sou7-
and North Carolina, Virginia, West Virginia, Maryland,
Pennsylvania, New Jersey, New York, Massachusetts,
Vermont, and New Hampshire. It also extends north-
westward through Georgia to serve Tennessee, Kentucky, Indiara,
and Ohio. The migrant work force consist primarily of
Puerto Ricans and Blacks from .southorn states. Also found
are Blacks from the West Indies, Mexicans (citizens of
Mexico) , and Chicanos ("Mexican-Amcricans") from Texas,
Florida, and California.

Th n'icl-continent st_eam extelds from South
Texas, both east ird and westward near the southern U.S.
border, and northward into the midwest and adjacent areas.
The mid-continent streaM is actually a combination of
several overlapping streams, with extensive cross-over,
and is substantially larger than either of the other two
streams on the coasts. States served include the following:
Louisiana, Mississippi, Alabama, Georgia, Florida, and
on into the east coast stream; Arkansas, Missouri, Illin
Indiana, Ohio, Michigan and Wisconsin; Oklahoma, Kansas,

20

figure is from McElroy, op.
Report 222, p. 10. The second is tram U.S., Senate, Report.
pp. 1 and 111.

21

.S., Department of ra1th, Educ-ation and We
Public Health Servic_ and U.S., Deparunent of Labor, Bureau of
Employment Siecurity, _mostic A:rieultnral Micrants in the United
States (Public Health Service Publication No. 540; Washington, D.C.:
U.S. _:overnment Printing Office, October, 1966).

22

Personal interviews by the Project Director with
members and leaders of farmorkor community service organizations
along the mid-continent stream in 1971,



TRAVEL PATTERNS OF SEASONAL

MIGRATORY AGRICULTURAL WORKERS

This map shows the major directions of the northward migratory mov ment or domestic agricultural
workers. 'Me movement is reversed as the crop season ends in the northern States and the workers drift back
to their home-base arcasfor many or them, southern California, Texas, and Florida.

Southern Negroes predominate among the rgrieultural migrants in the Enzt Coast States and U.S. citizens
of Mexican ancestry in the other States. In addition, low-income southern white families, Puerto Ricans, and
Indians are found in the domestic agricultural mi3rant population.

Source: U.S., Departmervt of Health/ Educati n,
Welfare, ?t&b1ic Health Service, cit.



Iowa, Nebraska, Mi L-sota, North and So th Dakota; Colorado,
Wyoming, Montana = d Idaho; Arizona, Utah, Oregon and
Washington, and on into tho west coast stream. That
migrant work force consists primarily of Chicanos. Al-o
found are Native Americans, Blacks from southern states,
Mexicans, and Anglo-Americals.

The west eoast_s_tream extends from the
southern regions o-f Arizona and California, northward
through central and coastal California, and into Oregon,
Washington and Idaho. It is composed principally of
Chicanos and, to lesser extents, Filipinos (resident
non-citizens and citizens) and Mexicans (including
substantial numbers of immigran- 23

Although Florida, Texas and Cali _rnia have
the largest concentrations of permanent ro,Tddences or
"home bases" of migratory agricultural workers, the
bases of the entiro migrant work force are more diffuse.
Major sources of migrants include Puerto Rico, the
Appalachian region, rural farming communities in North
and South Carolina, Georgia, Alabama and Mississippi,
Native American communities and reservations in the
Southwestern states .and population centers near the
U.S.-Mexico border.

All home base eonirnunitie s are chara terized
by low family income, low standards of living and high
unemployment.25 For example, participation by residents.
-of Mexico in U.S. labor marketstohear the border has
suppressed wages in jobs open to the U.S. Spanish-speaking.-96

The nation's single largest source of migratory agricultural
workers is the Rio Grande Valley, in South Texas, which is
adjacent to the Mexican state of Tamaulipas. Over 85% of

thc Migrants?

2

24

25

C.f. footnote 10.

U.S., Senate, Ilcarinc

26

U.S., Sen
hor Prh11em.

Part 1: Who arc'
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the population in the Valley consists of Spanish-speaking
Chicanos.27

In addition to the major bases, small home
base pockets or communities with high concentrations
of migratory and seasonal agricultural workers, have
developed along the streams in northern, "user"
areas. These are typically settlements of migrants
and former migrants, in rural areas near the fringes
of some major, industrialized metropolitan area.
Residents have generally relocated there after having
worked nearby in previous years as migrants from one
of the largeisonthern home bases.28

Foreiqn Wor e

-_sonal migration patterns extend to a
limited dearee beyond U.S. borders. In 1968, U.S.
agriculture employed nearly 15,000 migrants from the
British West Indies and Canada.29 And, although the
Bracer° program ended with the expiration of Public
Law 78 in 1964, Mexican nationals continue to
participate in the U.S. seasonal agricultural labor
market. Many Mexicans have official permanent resident
Status or citizenship in-the U.S.i-but continue to
live in Mexico, where the lower cost of living

30
increases the value of earnings from U.S. agriculture.

In addition, there are anywhere between
39,000 and 140,000 "green-carders"; i.e., Mexicans

27

A JOb and il] Rsoarch Devoloment_Studz_of
16 Counties of :1)c Rio Gra1e valley of_ T v 2 (uashington, D.C.:

Interstate Research Associates, 1970).

28
[Richard J. Bela, Michael E. Cort6s, and Joan Port

The Chica o Migrant Farm Worker Community in Texas, the Great
Lakes States and P1orida (Washington, D.C.: interstate Research

1ssociates, February, 1972) , pp. 44-47.

29
U.S., Senate, p. 11.

30

U.S., Senate Hearings. loc. cit. Also,

personal observation and interviews by the Project Director, 1970-74,
in the Rio Grande Valley and the mid-continent stream.
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who hold immigrant alien sta1us but in fact
home bases in Maxie° whilc_commutinc or migrating to
seasonal jobs in the U.S.31 And, there are an unknown
number of "wetbacks" or Mexicanl in the U.S. illegally,
employed in U.S. agriculture and other industries.

The impact of foreign labor on the U.S.
agrieul ral labor market io suggested by tre 1E. in the
approhenson of illegal aliens. In 1964, 178,000
foreign agricultural workers were brought in under tl
Bracero program, while an additional 43,844 Mexicans
were arrested by the U.S. Immigration and Naturalization
Service (INS) for being in the country illegally.32
After the Bracer() program expired at the end of the
year, the number of "illegals" apprehended climbed
sharply. By 1971t the arrest rate had reached over
340,000 per year.33

La

USDA reports that the number of farn workers
:migrating each year has been declining since 1967.34
In 1971, 172,000 farm workers migrated, compared to
466,000 in 1965.3D The decrease in migration is attri-
butable in large part to mechanization of harvests

U.S. Senate, Relper 62-63.

32

Ibid p, 62; and U.S., Dort. of Justice, ImMigrati A
and Naturalization Service, Annna1 Report, 1964 (Washington, D.C.
U.S. Government Printing Office, 19(5).

33

INS Annual Reports fr 1965 through nn. For a
history of the use of Mexican labor in U.S. Agriculture, see Julian
Samora, Los Mojaclos: The Wethack Story (Notre Dame: University
of Notre Dame Press, 1971).

34

35

-Y 2EL

Ibid. and Rapton, loc. cit.,
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and related technological clevoiopnirntn. However, the
dramatic decrease in migration is not the result of a
comparable debrease in jobs for migrants. Rather, the
decrease in migration appears to have resulted from
disruption of established migrant itineraries by mechani-
zation at some places along the streams, resulting in
spot labor shortages in other areas, and increased
unemployment in migrants' home base communities. Some
observers suggest that the decrease has -,:esulted from
increased access to the USDA Food Stamps program, and
absorption of migrants into other labor markets. In
the absence of systematic research on the subject, the
true nature of the decline in migration remains a matter
of controvcrc.y.37

Nevc-theless, farm mcchtnizetion pronlisos
to greatly decrease the number of jobs for seasonal
agricultural workers. The mechanization of harvesting
grains, hay, soybeans, cotton, potatoes, peas, corn
and processed tomatoes had an historic impact on farm
employment patterns, and has been assoiated with
massive rural to urban migration throughout the mid-
twentieth century. Urban poverty and unrest is
attributable in large_ part to the displacement of man
labor in agriculture.

Similar proj ctions are low b ing made for

Danie1 W. Sturt, "The Rural Manpower Scene
Fruit a c Vc.getable Harvest Mechani 7ation:. Manpower implioa ins,
ed. B. F. Cargill and G. H. Ressmiller (Michigan State University
Rural onpower Reports, No. 17; East Lansing, Mich.: Michigan
State University Rural Manpwer Center, 1969) , p. 180.

Essentially the same conclusion may be reached from
several othe- of the papers included in the report by Cargill and
Rossmiller.

37

The Project Director impr_ssion of the nature of
the decline in migration, results primarily from interviews with
farm worker organization members along the mid-continent stream
in 1970 through 1973, and with various staff meMbers in OBO, DOL.,
USDA, and HEW.

38

The relationship between social and economic problems
4n cities to mechanization of grain and cotton harvests is described
by Daniel R. Fus.feld, "The Basic Economics of the Urban and Racial
Crises," Review of Bletck Political Economy, Vol. 1 (New York: n.d.,
No. 1), PP. 58°85.
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labor intensive fruit and vegetable crops. In 1960, 50%
of the nation's vegetable crops was harvested mechanically.
USDA estimates that 757, will he mechanized by 1975.
After taking into consideration increased proJuction,
the totaj number of hours required by the vegetnle
industry will have been reduced by 27 per cent.-: One would
expect the reduction to be greater when considering just
Jobs requiring r.unuaA labor. In the fruit and nut industry,
Man-days required per aore is u.-:puiftL!,1 to CloCII-!jo hy lcJn
during the same period. Although expanded production is
expected to limit the net redaction of total labor to
just 3, the manual labor mari:et is expected to shrink by
a much greater factor.40

Other factors besides crop mechanization
technology are exoccted to accelerate manual seasonal
labor market shrinkage. nand-picked crops grown in the
U.S. are expected to succumb to price competition from
imported fruits and vegetables proquced in countries
whero manual labor is less costly.'*1 The tastes of retail
grocery shoppers are expected to be shifted by a
variety of pressures, so that while total consumption
increases, the domand for fresh produce will decrease.42
Horticultural research is expected to facilitate
mechanization.by producing more strains that can tolerate
machine handling, and by rescheduling crops to reduce

Velmar W. Davis, "Labor or Capital -- The Poad
Ahead," Frui_t and. Vegetahle Harvest Mechanization: Manpower. ImOica-
tions. pp. 130-35.

40

Mid., and Michael Corts, "Displacement of Migran
Parm Labor by Mechanization of Agriculture: A Review Pancr"
(Washington: interstate Research Associates, October 27, 1971),
pp. 4-6 and 8-10.

When compared to shrinkage of the agricultural labor
market in general, shrinkage of the market for manual labor will
be much more dramatic, according to James W. Becket, "Agricultural
Labor Skills -- Past, Present, and Future," in Fruit_ and VegetLble
Harvest. Mechanization: Manpower implications.

41

G. E. Rossmiller, (introduction), F nit and Ve etable
Harvest Mechanizatiolower Implications. p.

42

'Carl W. Hall, "Potentials in Engineering Technology,"
Fruit and Veqtah1e Harvest Mechanization: Maripower Iuljcations
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the seasonality of labor demands.
43

Ownership of farn land
is expected to become more concentrated, thereby making
me hanization more economical.

As m tioned earlier, little statistical data
are av llable on seasonal agricultural wor
dependent upon that type of employment. The imnact of
labor market trends on Lhi.s group can only be guessed.
Structural unemployment is xpectr' to increase, given
limited education and skills of this group. tiinority
group status, with respect to race, ethnicity and language,
is expected to exacerbate unemployiucrit. Seasonal migra-
tion may be 'further discouraged by i creasing incidents
of families being stranded mid-stream, due to unantici-
pated job losses associated with mocha ization. Permane-t
rural to urban migration is expected to continue, much
of it in the form of "settling out" along the mig-_ant
streams. However, the effects of permanent migration may
be offset by inability to secure employment in urban
areas, continued high birth rates in rural home base
communities, and continued immigration from Mexico into
bases near the U. -Mexico border.45

Federal Policy

Issues concerning t e welfare of migrant farm
workers have had re-occurring national prominence for

43
Cargill and Rossmiller, on. cit., present several papers

dealing with horticultural tecnnology and applications in the near
future, especially in pp. 9-82. E.g., R. Paul Larsen, "Horticultural
Technology in Frult Production,' in ibid.

44
Kenneth R. Farrell, "The in ernational Angle, Fruit

d Vegetable Harvest Mechanization: Manader ImaLications.

pp. l61-62.

45
The Projeat Director's impressions concerning the impact

of labor market trends, aro based on the sources mentioned in footnote no.
37, in addition to the literature cited. It must be emphasized
that there is insufficient empirical data available to systematically
Support or refute these impressions.
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more than thirty years. Within the past d_cado that
concern has expanded to include impoverished seasonal fa-1
employees who do not migrate. National exposure has been
through newspaper articles, special news reports on televis-
networks and local stations, congressional hearings, and
other media.

Onc of the first maj r steps toward legislation
to ameliorate -ents' living and working conditions
taken in 1940, with the appointment of the Select Committee
to Investigate the interstate Migration of Destitute
Citizens, by the U.S. House of Representatives. The
Committee's report discussed such problem areas as depressed
economic conditions in home base areas, exploitative labor
ontracting and transportation arrangements, conditions at
camps, health, education, and oxemptions from protections
of such programs as Social Security, the Nationa 6Labor
Relations Act, and the Fair Labor Standards Act.

Ten years later, the problems of migrants again
received official recognition, through the apointment by
President Truman of a Commission on Migratory Labor. In
its more extensive report, the 'Commission identified the
same kinds of problems described earlier by the House,
including e::omption from protective legislation. In
addition, the Commission submitted a large number of
. pecifie recommendations concerned with the adverse
effects of foreign labor on the domestic migratory work
force, recruitment and hiring practices, inequitable
wages, the need for collective bargaining, inadequate
housing both at camps and home bases, working conditions,
child labor, education, and the need for coordinated
ameliorative programs at the national level.47

In spite of growingrecognition of the problems
of impoverished seasonal farm workers, no federal commit-
ment developed prior to the 1S,60's. Critics had noted that,
up to that tim more funds were allocated for migratory

U. S. , House of Reprcsentative, Committee of the Whole
Douse on the State of the Union, Select Committee to Investigate
the Interstate Migration of Destitute Citizens, preliminary Report,
76th Congress, 3rd Session, 1941, Report No. 3113, pp. 27-37.

47

U.S., President's Commission on Migta ory Labor, 1950-
1951 (Mu n), Migratoryjahor_in Anwrican.Aori -it , the Commis-
sion's Report tb the President (March 2.6, 1951) , pp. 35, 66,
103, 118, 134, 150, 159, 165, 171, 177.



birds than for migratory workers."
48.

Congressional action was marked by tl
beginning of
-tion of the

Senate Subcommittee on Migratory Labor in 1959, which
held public hearings a d'made legislative recommendatio s
throughout the 1960's. Shortly after the Subcommittee
had begun its work, CBS News broadcast a special documentary
report, by Edard R. Morrow, Harvest of Shame, dealing
with exploitation of migrants.'1!-) And it was during the
decade of the 1960's that public awareness of the problems
of seasonal farm workers was expanded by efforts to organize
consumer boycotts by the United Earmworkers' Organizing
Corrimi ttee.

Much of the federal commitm t to assist far
workers was authorized by the Economic 0 portunity Act of
1964. Title III-B authorized funding of poverty program
grantees to provide health, education, housing, day care,
sanitation, apd other services to migratory and seasonal
farm workers.J0 Under the VISTA program, volunteers were
assigned to work in migrant communities in sixteen statos.51
Rural legal assistance projects were funded to help secure
wages and pUblic service- to which migrants were entitled.52

Among other legislative and administrative
developments during the decade was the passage of the
Migrant Health Act in 1962, which authorized the Public
Health Service to funa state and local agencies and organiza-
tions to provid.e'health and medical services to migrants.53
In 1964, the "Bracero" program was allowed to expire, in
order.to relieve the domestic seas9nal work force from
competitien from Mexican citizens.54 Also in 1964, the
Farm Labor Contractor Registration Act was passed in an

t to protect workers from oxploitative hiring

48

U.S. Senate, Report.

49

CBS Re-)or

(New York: Columbia Broad Listing System, 1960 ) narrated by Edward R.

Morrow.

of Sh me

41.

ced by David Lowe

50

51

U.S., Senate, Report. , pp. 40-6.

.1b0., pp. 45-7.

3

_Ibid., pp. 25-7.

52

54

Ibid., Pp. 47-50.

Ibid., p. 11.
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p ctices. In 1967, Title I of the Elemeltary and
Secondary Education Act was amended to fund summer schools
and other special remedial programs for the children of
migrants, whose educations had been disrupted by migration,
as well as impeded by othez:,factors associated with poverty
and minority group status.' Also in 1967, the Dept. of
Labor (DOL) extended the protection of the Fair Labor
Standards Act to children doing hazardous farm work, and
stopped allowing employers to use aliens when domestic
workers were on strike in a cortifid work dispute.51

As the 1960's.progressed, appropriations for
E0A-IIT-B and BSEA-I-"migrant Amendment" were increased.
An increasing _emphasis was placed on manpower development
programs, in the face of loss of jobs to mechanization.
And attempts were made to increase farm workers' inluenec
on their own behalf, through community participation
requirements in III-B grantee boards beyond those of other
program grantees.58

In 1970, NBC News broadcast its own special
report on migrants, in which Chet Huntley.stated that
after considering what Edward R. Morrow reported ten ye
earlier, "It is our observation that recent reforms have had
little substantial 'effect on the conditions of their lives."
The spe sort of conclusions were presented in more detail
by a GAO report, which, after considering manpower,
education, housing, health, and day care programs for migra-
tory and seasonal farm workers, concluded that funding of

55 =6

EL, p. 81

57
Ibid. , pp. 77 and 64.

Ibid., pp. 65-6-

58
Boards responsible for administering local services for

farm workers, under E0A Title III-B, were required to have at least
51% recipient community membership, while boards of other kinds of
MO Community Action Agencies were required to have just 33 per cent.
Attempts to effect community participation by farm workers included
training and technical assistance services provided by Interstate
Research Associates, under contract to 0E0 to assist local grantees.

59

Migrant: An NIT White
(New Yor, National Broadcasting Col
Chet Huntley. .

producec by Martin Carr
9 70), narrated by
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existing progra - had been too limi--1 and uncoordin,
to achieve the desired impact on the target population

In fact, it seems impossible to assess the effects
governmen al action have had on the welfare of seasonal
farm workcrs who depend on that work for most or all of

their income. Thc number of such workers and their families
is still unknown.61 Attempts to draw valid samples in
order to accurately characterize that population have been
frustrated by methoqologieal problems and lack of interest
within government." Program evaluations have relied on
data supplied by the agencies being evaluated, in spite of
the largo number of eligible farm workers who, bv the
programs own admission, worn never contacted. 3

Tho early ycars of the 1970's h
tion of 0E0, the cessation of activity by
committee on Migratory Labor, and general
emphasis on categorical social servie,e. pr
the federal government as revenue sharing
local programming expand. USDA continues
declining migration, without publishing a

ve seen dissolu-
the Sonate Sub-
reduction of
grams witl
and state and
to report
y hard evidence

that unskilled farm workers are being absorbed into other
types of employment. Land grant colleges continue to

GO
U.S., Comptroller General, en. cit., pp. 1-5.

61
C.f. footnotes 1 and G.

62
C.f. "Related Lit _aturo and Re -eh" and "Sample of

Agricultural Workers' Families" for a discussion of methodological
probleitus facing past and current survey research.

USDA representatives explained to the Project Dire tor

that cros abulation of Census data, or revision of USDA's work force
data coll -tion design for the Current Population survey, in order
to collect data on migratory and seasonal farm workers as described

here, lacks sufficient priority to justify the expense.
A representative of HEW's Assistant Secretary for Pro r

Planning al d Evaluation, (ASPPE) concerned with HEW migrant program
evaluation through sample surveys, discounted the 'mportanee of

actual random sampling to obtain statistically significant data
with a known degree of confidence for planning and evaluation purpos

ASPPE chose guasi-probabalistic approaches instead.
HEW SRS/R&D and RSA, through project'liaison, appear

more concerned with program planning for disabled migrants, than with
=tablishing a planning data base with a known degree of confidence.

63
U.S., Co ptroller General, flaz. eit.,; and government

rces interviewed by the Project Director, listed in footnote 37.

136



132

develop new mechanical and horticultural technology which

reduce jobs for unskilled seasonal workers." And certain

legislative reforms recommended for years in the areas of

the National Labor Relations Act, Migrant Health, nutrition,

Rural Housing, Rural Legal Aid, the Fair Labor Standards

Act, wage payment and collection protection, the Immigration

and Nationality Act, the Elementary and Secondary Education

Act, manpower development and training, Farm Labor

Contractor Registration, Social Security, Workman's
Compensation, and sound research on the effectiveness of

0E0 and other programs designed to benefit migrwts, all

remain partially or wholly ignored by Congress."

It is against this backgroUnd that RSA has pro-

posed to rehabilitate disabled migratory and seasonal farm

workers, to enable them to become productive and self-

sufficient citizen_

64
Feder 1 policy has been

more concerned with,,the efficiency of

tura corporations, than with the wel

displaced by new technology. For a c

ch
Pr

acterized bY some as be ng
ucton by major agricul-
of agracultural workers
al description of federal

policy toward agricultural research, see Jim Hightower, Hard

Tomatoes, Hard Times: The Failure of the Land Grant College Complex,
-

_ _

Preliminary Report of the Task Force on the Land Grant College

Complex (Washington, D.C.: Agribusiness Accountability Project,

1972), pp. 113-149.

65
u.s., Senate, Report. . pp. 19-l12, presen

comprehensive,,although somewhat outdated, summary of "Legislative

Accomplishments and Continuing Needs."
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